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Preface 

The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition begins the pub¬ 

lication of my history of Christian doctrine, which I hope 

to complete in five volumes within the next decade. In this 

volume I have sought to set down the development of 

what the Christian church believed, taught, and confessed 

between ioo and 600. The second volume of The Chris¬ 

tian Tradition will cover the history of Christian doctrine 

in its Greek, Syriac, and early Russian forms from 600 

to 1700 (although, strictly speaking, its account of the 

"non-Chalcedonian” churches will begin before 600) and 

will bear the title, The Spirit of Eastern Christendom. In 

The Growth of Medieval Theology I shall carry the story 

of Christian teaching in the Latin church from 600 to 

1300. Volume 4, also confined to the West, will be called 

Reformation of Church and Dogma, 1300-1700. Then in 

the final volume, Christian Doctrine and Modern Culture, 

I plan to put the Eastern and the Western developments 

back together, as they once more faced a common 

situation. 

The Christian Tradition is, therefore, a five-volume 

work with a single overall concept guiding its composition 

and organization. At the same time each of its volumes is 

designed to be a self-contained unit, independent in its 

presentation from any of the others. If, for example, a 

student of medieval art or Reformation politics wants to 

find the doctrinal background for his field, he should be 

able to use the appropriate volume of this set as a book 

unto itself. Each volume carries its own title and, hope¬ 

fully, its own message. Nevertheless, the work as a whole 

is intended to take on the audacious and yet necessary 
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task of starting at the beginning of the history of Christian 

doctrine and continuing to the twentieth century. As the 

author of articles and even entire monographs on subjects 

which have received a sentence or two in this account, I 

am acutely aware of the dangers in any such enterprise. 

But that awareness is outweighed by the conviction, which 

I share with Sir Steven Runciman, "that the supreme duty 

of the historian is to write history, that is to say, to attempt 

to record in one sweeping sequence the greater events 

and movements that have swayed the destinies of man. 

The writer rash enough to make the attempt should not 

be criticized for his ambition, however much he may 

deserve censure for the inadequacy of his equipment or 

the inanity of his results" (A History of the Crusades 

[New York, 1964-67}, l:xi). 

This volume is based on a study of the primary sources 

•in the original languages—Greek, Syriac, and Latin. To 

cite these, I have devised a system of marginal annotation 

which will, I hope, serve the interests of the scholar and 

the needs of the student simultaneously, without intrud¬ 

ing the apparatus of erudition on the reader who is not 

interested (not yet interested or no longer interested) in 

the footnotes. I have, of course, consulted the sources in 

translation as well and have felt free to adopt and to adapt 

these as seemed suitable. The book has also derived much 

benefit from secondary works, a small number of which 

are indicated in the Bibliography, where I have given 

preference to the books from which I have learned the 

most and to those books which will take the reader to 

the next level of specialization. 

With the reader in mind I have sought, even when 

technical theological terms were unavoidable, to define 

them upon their first significant appearance; the index 

will serve as a guide to such definitions. The index will 

also serve as a means of identifying the proper names that 

are quoted or cited in the text. By using the index and 

by working his way through the narrative, even some¬ 

one who knows no church history and no theology should 

be able to follow the plot and watch its movement. In this 

way I strive to meet the needs of the two sets of readers 

to whom I have, with equal interest, addressed this book: 

students of theology and church history, who are con¬ 

cerned with the history of Christian doctrine because it 

is Christian; students of intellectual history, who are con- 
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cerned with the history of Christian doctrine because 

it contains important and influential ideas. Being at one 

and the same time a historian of ideas and a historian of 

the church, I hope that both groups will be able to read 

this book and to benefit from it. 

I wish I could thank everyone who has helped me on 

the way, but there are a few whom I simply must thank: 

my Doktorvater, Wilhelm Pauck, who was a student of 

Adolf von Harnack and has been my mentor; my stu¬ 

dents in the history of doctrine during almost a quarter- 

century, who have watched this exposition develop; the 

National Endowment for the Humanities, whose grant 

of a senior fellowship enabled, me to do the job; pub¬ 

lishers of my previous works, who have granted me 

permission to quote myself; colleagues at various uni¬ 

versities, especially Daniel J. Boorstin, with whom I dis¬ 

cussed the conception of the work as a whole; hearers 

and readers, some of them anonymous, whose evaluations 

and criticisms compelled me to improve the book; and 

Mrs. Margaret Schulze, my former secretary and editorial 

assistant, who saw the project through almost to the point 

of completion. 



, 
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Some Definitions 

i Cor.13:13 

What the church of Jesus Christ believes, teaches, and 

confesses on the basis of the word of God: this is Chris¬ 

tian doctrine. Doctrine is not the only, not even the 

primary, activity of the church. The church worships God 

and serves mankind, it works for the transformation of 

this world and awaits the consummation of its hope in the 

next. "Faith, hope, love abide, these three; but the great¬ 

est of these is love"—love, and not faith, and certainly 

not doctrine. The church is always more than a school; not 

even the age of the Enlightenment managed to restrict 

or reduce it to its teaching function. But the church can¬ 

not be less than a school. Its faith, hope, and love all 

express themselves in teaching and confession. Liturgy is 

distinguished from ceremonial by a content that is de¬ 

clared in the Credo; polity transcends organization be¬ 

cause of the way the church defines itself and its structure 

in its dogma; preaching is set apart from other rhetoric 

by its proclamation of the word of God; biblical exegesis 

avoids antiquarianism because it is intent on discovering 

what the text teaches, not merely what it taught. The 

Christian church would not be the church as we know 

it without Christian doctrine. 

All this is, strictly speaking, a description rather than 

a definition of Christian doctrine. And since this history 

deals with the development of Christian doctrine, the 

definition of doctrine, which has itself developed, should 

perhaps be postponed to the end and formulated a 

posteriori. For "doctrine” has not always meant the 

same, not even formally. In fact, the word is used in the 

parlance of the church (and will be used in this book) 

1 
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in a sense different from the sense it has in the Bible 

(and in books on biblical theology). When the Old 

Testament speaks about "instruction” or the New 

Testament about "the doctrine,” this includes teaching 

about both confession and conduct, both theology and 

ethics. A separation between them is fatal, a distinction 

unavoidable, just as in the New Testament itself "faith” 

and "works” are distinguished without being separated. 

Indeed, at the risk of oversimplification, the specification 

of what is meant here by Christian doctrine may tenta¬ 

tively be said to proceed from such New Testament dis¬ 

tinctions. When it is said that "even the demons 

believe” and presumably believe aright, it is their "doc¬ 

trine” in the churchly sense of the term that is being 

referred to. But when the New Testament speaks of 

"doctrines of demons,” it seems to be referring chiefly 

to distortions of the standards of Christian conduct. An 

ancient Christian collect addresses God as the one "in 

knowledge of whom standeth our eternal life, whose 

service is perfect freedom,” distinguishing between the 

knowledge of God and the service of God. Christian doc¬ 

trine may be defined as the content of that saving knowl¬ 

edge, derived from the word of God. 

Already in the early centuries, Christian thinkers began 

to distinguish between that instruction which was in¬ 

tended "to make known the word concerning Christ, and 

the mystery regarding him” and that instruction which 

was intended "to point to the correction of habits.” At 

least in part, the distinction was suggested by the pro¬ 

cedure of the New Testament itself. Theodore of 

Mopsuestia noted that both in the Epistle to the Romans 

and in that to the Ephesians the apostle Paul first set 

forth "dogmatic sermons,” defined as "sermons which 

contain an account of the coming of Christ and indicate 

the blessings which he has conferred upon us by his 

coming,” and then went on to "ethical exhortation.” 

The great commission in Matthew 28:19 likewise was 

seen as a division of Christian discipline into two parts, 

"the ethical part and the precision of dogmas,” the 

former being contained in the commandments of Jesus 

and the latter in the "tradition of baptism.” This meant 

that "the method of godliness consists of these two 

things, pious doctrines and virtuous practice,” neither of 

which was acceptable to God without the other. Both 
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forms of instruction belonged in the pulpit and in books 

about Christian teaching. The standard manual of doctrine 

in Greek Christianity, the Orthodox Faith of John of 

Damascus, discussed not only the Trinity and christology, 

but also such matters as fear, anger, and the imagination. 

Its later counterpart in the Latin church, the Sentences of 

Peter Lombard, included in its third book a treatment of 

the virtues created by grace. The two branches of theology 

were not permanently separated until the work of the 

seventeenth-century Protestant theologian, Georg Calix- 

tus, but the distinction between doctrine and life had 

been in force long before that division of labor was 

effected. 

Our opening definition requires more detailed specifica¬ 

tion. Christian doctrine is the business of the church. 

The history of doctrine is not to be equated with the 

history of theology or the history of Christian thought. 

If it is, the historian runs the danger of exaggerating the 

significance of the idiosyncratic thought of individual 

theologians at the expense of the common faith of the 

church. The private beliefs of theologians do belong to 

the history of doctrine, but not simply on their own 

terms. For one of the most decisive differences between 

a theologian and a philosopher is that the former under¬ 

stands himself as, in Origen’s classic phrase, "a man of 

the church,” a spokesman for the Christian community. 

Even in his theological speculations and in his polemic 

against what may have been public teaching in the church 

of his time, a theologian such as Origen knew himself 

to be accountable to the deposit of Christian revelation 

and to the ongoing authority of the church. His per¬ 

sonal opinions must be set into the context of the devel¬ 

opment of what the church has believed, taught, and 

confessed on the basis of the word of God. It is usually 

difficult, and sometimes impossible, to draw the line of 

demarcation between the teachings of the church and 

the theories of its teachers; what the teachers thought 

often reflected an earlier stage in the development or 

anticipated a later one. Yet it is this development of 

church doctrine that will be the special object of our 

investigation here. 

Doctrine is what is believed, taught, and confessed. 

Ever since its emergence as a distinct field of investiga¬ 

tion in the eighteenth century, the history of doctrine has 
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concentrated on what is confessed, that is, on dogmas as 

the normative statements of Christian belief adopted by 

various ecclesiastical authorities and enforced as the offi¬ 

cial teaching of the church. The history of dogma has 

claimed to pay attention to the doctrinal development be¬ 

fore or after the formulation of such normative state¬ 

ments only for the sake of the relation of this development 

to dogma. In practice, however, the histories of dogma 

have tended to expand beyond their self-imposed limita¬ 

tions, whose arbitrariness becomes especially evident in 

the terminus ad quern assigned to the study: the last 

(or the latest) council or confessional document of a 

particular branch of the church. Since most of Protes¬ 

tantism had concluded its confessional development by 

the middle of the seventeenth century, there could not 

be a history of Protestant dogma, but only a history of 

Protestant theology. Yet there was more to the history 

of doctrine within Protestantism than the sequence of its 

theological systems. 

By relating what is confessed to what is believed and 

to what is taught, this history seeks to take account of 

how doctrines have developed. Without setting rigid 

boundaries, we shall identify what is "believed” as the 

form of Christian doctrine present in the modalities of 

devotion, spirituality, and worship; what is "taught” as 

the content of the word of God extracted by exegesis 

from the witness of the Bible and communicated to the 

people of the church through proclamation, instruction, 

and churchly theology; and what is "confessed” as the 

testimony of the church, both against false teaching from 

within and against attacks from without, articulated in 

polemics and in apologetics, in creed and in dogma. 

Creeds and decrees against heresy will bulk large in 

our documentation, as they do in that of the histories of 

dogma; for what the church confesses is what the church 

has believed and taught—or at least part of what the 

church has believed and taught. In the history of dogma, 

what the church believes and teaches apart from its 

normative statements of faith is important as a com¬ 

mentary on creed and dogma. In the present history of the 

development of doctrine, the creed and dogma are im¬ 

portant as an index to what the church believes, teaches, 

and confesses. We shall, to some extent, have to read 

back from what was confessed to what was taught to 
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what was believed; for as Count Yorck once wrote to 

Wilhelm Dilthey, the difference between history and 

antiquarianism is that history must be "regressive,” mov¬ 

ing from the present to the past. 

The relation between believing, teaching, and con¬ 

fessing also implies that both the subject matter and the 

source material for the history of the development of 

doctrine will shift, gradually but steadily, as we trace it 

through the history of the church. This is not intended 

to say that a doctrine, once formulated, stops developing 

and becomes fixed; not even the dogma of the Trinity 

has stood perfectly still since its adoption and clarification. 

It does mean that having developed from what was be¬ 

lieved to what was taught, and perhaps even to what was 

confessed, a doctrine gradually became part of the au¬ 

thorized deposit of the faith. To trace its further develop¬ 

ment we shall have to look, increasingly though by no 

means exclusively, to its professional expositors, the 

theologians, as they speculated on it both in their 

philosophy and in their mystagogy, as they studied it and 

criticized it, as they used it to interpret the very Scriptures 

on which it was supposedly based, and as they expanded 

and revised it. In later volumes of this history, therefore, 

the history of doctrine will move into, but will never quite 

become, the history of theology. A graphic sign of this 

shift through the centuries is contained in the evolution 

of the theologian’s vocation. During the years too to 

600, most theologians were bishops; from 600 to 1500 

in the West, they were monks; since 1500, they have been 

university professors. Gregory I, who died in 604, was a 

bishop who had been a monk; Martin Luther, who died 

in 1546, was a monk who became a university professor. 

Each of these life styles has left its mark on the job 

description of the theologian, but also on the way doctrine 

has continued to develop back and forth between believ¬ 

ing, teaching, and confessing. 

The writings of theologians will, of course, be prom¬ 

inent as a source throughout our history of doctrine, as 

they are for the history of theology. If the theologians are 

indeed the responsible spokesmen of the church, one 

would expect their books to provide most of the informa¬ 

tion about the development of doctrine. But it is not only 

to their treatises on systematic theology that we must 

turn for such information. Even in these treatises, more- 
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over, they acted not only as refuters of heresy or formu- 

lators of dogma or defenders of the faith, but as inter¬ 

preters of Scripture. For example, Athanasius’s Orations 

-468) against the Arians consist of his explanations of a series 

of biblical passages over which the Arian and the Nicene 

parties had engaged in controversy; Thomas Aquinas was 

rightly known as a "master of the sacred page”; and 

Martin Luther, in the apt phrase of Heinrich Bornkamm, 

was really a professor of Old Testament exegesis. Be¬ 

cause, as our definition states, Christian doctrine is based 

on the word of God, we shall be turning to the exegetical 

works of Christian theologians as well as to their dogmatic 

and polemical writings. We shall also examine the doc¬ 

trinal implications drawn from certain proof texts of 

Scripture. The history of biblical interpretation and the 

development of hermeneutics deserve study on their own 

merits and are not our direct concern here. 

Viewing Christian doctrine as what the church believes, 

teaches, and confesses on the basis of the word of God, 

this history will not deal with the doctrinal content of 

the Old Testament and the New Testament in their own 

terms either. These constitute fields of research unto 

themselves, and for our purposes the theology of the 

New Testament is not what Jesus and the apostles may 

have taught but what the church has understood them to 

have taught. This is an ongoing process rather than a 

given product. There are also practical reasons for be¬ 

ginning with the second century, as suggested by the 

story, probably apocryphal, of the German historian of 

dogma who each year supplied more and more back¬ 

ground material until in his final year of lecturing on 

Dogmengeschichte he concluded the semester with the 

christology of the Epistle to the Hebrews. Our very in¬ 

sistence on the centrality of biblical exegesis in the 

development of doctrine makes it unnecessary or undesir¬ 

able to preface this history with an epitome of New 

Testament teaching—not because we want to "sneak 

past” the problem of "kerygma and dogma,” but be¬ 

cause that problem must be worked out in the develop¬ 

ment of the Christian tradition. Friedrich Schleiermacher 

identified the twofold character of the New Testament as 

"on the one hand, the first member in the series, ever 

since continued, of presentations of the Christian faith” 

and as, on the other hand, "the norm for all succeeding 
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Schieiermacher (i960) 2:288 presentations.” For our purposes here—and for the out¬ 

look of the men and movements whom we shall be 

studying—the latter function is the decisive one. 

The form which Christian doctrine, so defined, has 

taken in history is tradition. Like the term "doctrine,” 

the word "tradition” refers simultaneously to the process 

of communication and to its content. Thus tradition means 

the handing down of Christian teaching during the course 

of the history of the church, but it also means that which 

was handed down. We shall have occasion in this volume 

to examine the concept of tradition as it was formulated 

over against ancient heresy, and repeatedly in later vol¬ 

umes we shall be referring to the formal issue of tra¬ 

dition, particularly when it became a matter of doctrinal 

controversy or a factor in doctrinal development. But we 

shall be dealing not so much with the formal as the 

material issue of tradition, that is, with the changes and 

with the continuities of various Christian doctrines as they 

shaped history and were shaped by it. Because it is with 

tradition that we are dealing, we shall be interested not 

only in change but also in continuity, not only in con¬ 

flict but also in agreement. The pedigree of heresy—for 

example, the pre-Christian and extra-Christian history of 

Gnosticism or even the apparently insoluble debate over 

whether Paul of Samosata or Lucian of Antioch is to be 

regarded as the ancestor of Arianism—will not be cen¬ 

tral to our inquiry. For the same reason, the various 

theological parties, some of them described by contem¬ 

poraries and others invented by nineteenth-century his¬ 

torians, will, more often than not, be mentioned only in 

passing instead of being permitted to determine most of 

our chapter headings. On the other hand, the history of 

such questions as the meaning of salvation will receive 

proportionately more space here than it does in most 

histories of dogma. 

There is a sense in which the very notion of tradition 

seems inconsistent with the idea of history as movement 

and change. For tradition is thought to be ancient, hal¬ 

lowed by age, unchanged since it was first established once 

upon a time. It does not have a history, since history im¬ 

plies the appearance, at a certain point in time, of that 

which had not been there before. According to the 

Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius, orthodox Christian 

doctrine did not really have a history, having been true 
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eternally and taught primitively; only heresy had a history, 

having arisen at particular times and through the innova¬ 

tions of particular teachers. Roman Catholic polemics has 

frequently contrasted the variations of Protestantism with 

the stable and unchanging doctrine of Roman Catholicism. 

It seems that theologians have been willing to trace the 

history of doctrines and doctrinal systems which they 

found to be in error, but that the normative tradition had 

to be protected from the relativity of having a history or 

of being, in any decisive sense, the product of a history. 

In the epigram of Page Smith, it was only when "tradi¬ 

tion had lost its authority” that history was "pressed into 

service.” 

Upon closer examination, however, the problem of 

tradition and history is seen to be more complex. Even 

the most doctrinaire traditionalist must be concerned with 

such questions as the authenticity of works ascribed to an 

ecclesiastical writer or of decrees attributed to a council; 

he must trace the origin and transmission of quotations 

that appear in the documents of the church; he must 

investigate the social setting of his texts, to understand the 

very meaning of the words. Ail of these are historical 

assignments, some of them with far more subtle impli¬ 

cations than the need of simply checking dates or verify¬ 

ing texts. The history of historical theology as a discipline 

of study demonstrates that the acceptance of orthodox 

tradition has not necessarily been incompatible with crit¬ 

ical history, even though this acceptance has often led 

to an anachronistic reading of the history of doctrine. 

Such a reading accommodated early stages of develop¬ 

ment to later dogmatic definitions by means of the 

assumption that what eventually came to be confessed 

must have been believed, if not taught; that it must 

have been, as Cardinal Newman said, "really held every¬ 

where from the beginning.” It is also evident that with the 

rise of the modern critical method of historical research 

has come nothing less than a new genetic way of viewing 

tradition and of making the location in time of a particular 

doctrinal formulation an essential element in the under¬ 

standing of that formulation. 

The development of Christian doctrine is both an 

issue in the study of Christian theology—perhaps the most 

important issue in contemporary Christian thought—and 

a chapter in intellectual history, and it must be studied by 
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the methods and examined by the criteria of both fields. 

If it is read only as a branch of theology, as it usually has 

been, its role in the history of ideas, both as a continua¬ 

tion of pre-Christian lines of development and as a 

persistent object of intellectual curiosity, may well be sub¬ 

ordinated to the interests of a confessional, dogmatic 

authority or of a speculative, individual system of Chris¬ 

tian divinity. If it is read only in the context of the history 

of ideas, its indispensable setting within the worship, 

devotion, and exegesis of the Christian community will be 

sacrificed to a historical treatment analogous to that em¬ 

ployed by the history of philosophical systems; as Etienne 

Gilson has noted, "the general tendency among historians 

of medieval thought seems to have been to imagine the 

middle ages as peopled by philosophers rather than 

theologians. But this is to neglect those elements in the 

history of doctrine which have been, at one and the 

same time, the most creative and the most reactionary, 

namely, those that have come from the faith and the life 

of the church. 

Tradition without history has homogenized all the 

stages of development into one statically defined truth; 

history without tradition has produced a historicism that 

relativized the development of Christian doctrine in such 

a way as to make the distinction between authentic growth 

and cancerous aberration seem completely arbitrary. In 

this history we are attempting to avoid the pitfalls of both 

these methods. The history of Christian doctrine is the 

most effective means available of exposing the artificial 

theories of continuity that have often assumed normative 

status in the churches, and at the same time it is an avenue 

into the authentic continuity of Christian believing, 

teaching, and confessing. Tradition is the living faith of 

the dead; traditionalism is the dead faith of the living. 

The very concentration on continuity obliges this his¬ 

tory to be sensitive to the processes by which doctrine has 

or has not moved from being believed to being taught to 

being confessed and back again, and in the course of its 

exposition of development to contrast one stage with 

another. Thus both the variety of Christian teachings 

within history and their possible unity within tradition 

are integral to the subject matter of this book, as well as 

to its theological position. The theological presupposition 

of this history, a presupposition which is in turn based 
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upon a particular reading of history, is the variety of 

theologies and the unity of the gospel—the unity as well 

as the variety, and the unity within the variety. It is 

based on an acceptance of genuine novelty and change in 

Christian history and on an affirmation of true develop¬ 

ment and growth. "Credo unam sanctam catholicam et 

apostolicam ecclesiam.” 



Praeparatio 
Evangelica 

To interpret the development of doctrine in the ancient 

church, it is necessary to pay primary attention to the 

condition and growth of the church’s faith and worship, 

to its exegesis of the Bible, and to its defense of the 

tradition against heresy; most of this book is based on a 

study of materials used for such purposes. Yet it would 

be a mistake to concentrate on these materials so com¬ 

pletely as to ignore the relation of the theology of the 

church to the Jewish thought out of which it came and to 

the pagan thought which it sought to convert; for when 

the church confessed what it believed and taught, it did 

so in answer to attacks from within and from without 

the Christian movement. The relations of the church 

fathers to Judaism and to pagan thought affected much 

of what they had to say about the various doctrinal issues 

before them. The development of the doctrine of the 

person of Jesus Christ in relation to the Father must be 

studied largely on the basis of writings drafted against 

heresy, against Judaism, and against paganism. In the 

case of most of the so-called apologists, only writings of 

these kinds have survived, even though we know that 

some of them wrote other books addressed specifically to 

their fellow Christians. We must therefore attempt to 

determine what they were believing and teaching on the 

basis of what they confessed. 

The risks involved in this procedure are obvious. If 

the sermon of Paul on the Areopagus were the only 

Acts 17:22-31 surviving scrap of evidence about his teaching, it would 

be impossible to extrapolate the theology of his epistles 

from this pericope. The character of the evidence has 

11 
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constrained many histories of the development of doctrine 

in the first three centuries to rely on such extrapolation, 

and hence to underemphasize or even to distort the doc¬ 

trine being taught within the church of the time. There¬ 

fore the discovery of even so slight a tract as the Paschal 

Homily of Melito of Sardis compels a deeper sensitivity 

to the relation between apologetics and proclamation. 

There is also reason to believe that while treatises against 

heresy and defenses of the faith against Jewish and pagan 

thought were written down in order to be circulated, 

among the faithful and perhaps among the gainsayers, 

much of the positive instruction of the people was con¬ 

fined to oral presentation. Even though the written sources 

in their present state do not always make this explicit, 

many of the same fathers carried on the apologetic and 

the expository and the polemical responsibilities of 

' theology at the same time. The apologetic work of those 

fathers is an important key—in the case of so decisive a 

figure as Justin Martyr, the only key we have left—to how 

they thought about the faith and doctrine of the church. 

In addition, the relation of Christian doctrine to Jewish 

and to pagan thought is a subject worthy of investigation 

for its own sake. The very legitimacy of the development 

of Christian dogma has been challenged on the grounds 

of its supposed hellenization of the primitive message; 

the contrast between Greek and Hebrew ways of thought 

has been used to explain the distinctiveness of Christian 

doctrine. These are only modern versions of an ancient 

debate. The early church as a community and its theo¬ 

logians were obliged to clarify, for friend and foe alike, 

how the gospel was related to its preparations and antic¬ 

ipations in the nation where it arose as well as in the 

nations to which it was being borne. 

The True Israel 

According to tradition, only one of the writers of the 

New Testament, Luke, was not a Jew. As far as we know, 

none of the church fathers was a Jew, although both 

Hermas and Hegesippus, for example, may have been; 

Justin Martyr was born in Samaria but was a Gentile. 

The transition represented by this contrast had the most 

far-reaching of consequences for the entire development 

of Christian doctrine. 
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The earliest Christians were Jews, and in their new 

faith they found a continuity with the old. They remem¬ 

bered that their Lord himself had said that his purpose 

was to fulfill, not to abolish, the law and the prophets; 

and it was useless for heretics to deny this saying. From 

the early chapters of the Book of Acts we get a somewhat 

idealized picture of a Christian community that continued 

to follow the Scriptures, the worship, and the observances 

of Jewish religious life. The members of the church at 

Jerusalem, which Irenaeus called "the church from which 

every church took its start, the capital city [MtP6ttoAt?] 

of the citizens of the new covenant," followed James, 

who, as "the brother of the Lord,” was a kind of "caliph," 

in refusing to acknowledge a fundamental cleavage be¬ 

tween their previous life and their new status. Clearly, 

they recognized that something new had come—not some¬ 

thing brand-new, but something newly restored and 

fulfilled. Even after the fall of Jerusalem in a.d. 70, these 

Nazarenes ’ maintained continuity with Judaism; they 

wish to observe the ordinances which were given by 

Moses ... yet choose to live with the Christians and the 

faithful. But especially in the period before a.d. 70, the 

tensions within Jewish thought were reflected also in 

the beginnings of Christian theology. The party headed by 

James manifested significant analogies with Palestinian 

Judaism, while the missionary party which eventually 

came to be identified with Paul, as well as the Christian 

apologetics of the second century, reflected certain affin¬ 

ities with the Jewish thought of the Hellenistic diaspora. 

More fundamental than these parallels, however, is 

the conflict between Hellenistic Jews and Hellenistic 

Jewish-Christians over the question of the continuity of 

Christianity with Judaism. After a.d. 70 that conflict 

marked the relations between Christian and Jewish 

thought everywhere. The extent and the scope of the 

continuity produced controversy between Peter and Paul, 

and this controversy went on troubling the church. Vari¬ 

ous practical solutions were designed to meet immediate 

problems of cultic and dietary observance, but these did 

not issue in a consistent way of interpreting the theological 

question: What is new about the new covenant? What¬ 

ever else they may mean, the differences between the way 

this question was answered in Acts 15 (with its crucial 
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textual variants) and the way Paul discussed it in Gala¬ 

tians do suggest the continuing difficulty which the 

church faced. The leaders of both sides were Christians of 

Jewish origin; despite their differing answers, they asked 

the question of continuity between Judaism and Chris¬ 

tianity with a deep personal poignancy. 

As converts began coming more from pagan than from 

Jewish ranks, the poignancy lessened and the obverse 

side of the question became more prominent. For Jewish 

Christians, the question of continuity was the question of 

their relation to their mother; for Gentile Christians, it 

was the question of their relation to their mother-in-law. 

What was offensive about Christianity in the eyes of 

Gentiles was, to a considerable extent, what it had in¬ 

herited from Judaism. Celsus and other pagan critics 

ridiculed the claim that God had put in an appearance at, 

of all places, "some corner of Judea somewhere”; and the 

emperor Julian scored the Jewish and Christian concep¬ 

tion of God as "essentially the deity of a primitive and 

uncivilized folk,” even while he chided the "Galileans” 

for forsaking Judaism. Not only the Gentile critics of 

Christianity, but also the Gentile converts to Christianity 

demanded a decision about just how much of the Jewish 

tradition they were obliged to retain. The attitude of 

Marcion was a heretical instance of what may have been 

a rather widespread resentment also among orthodox be¬ 

lievers; for the Epistle of Barnabas, while not going as 

far as Marcion in its rejection of the Old Testament, did 

claim that the original tablets of the covenant of the Lord 

were shattered at Sinai and that Israel had never had an 

authentic covenant with God. Tertullian’s declaration, in 

opposition to Marcion, that "today” there were more who 

accepted the authority of the Old Testament than re¬ 

jected it raises the question of whether the number of 

those rejecting it may not at one time have been 

considerable. 

This struggle over the authority of the Old Testament 

and over the nature of the continuity between Judaism 

and Christianity was the earliest form of the quest for a 

tradition that has, in other forms, recurred throughout 

Christian history. The Christian adoption of Abraham as 

"father of the faithful” and the Christian identification 

of the church, the city of God, with the heritage of Abel 

are illustrations of this quest. When the church formu- 
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lated its quest for a tradition in a doctrine of correction- 

and-fulfillment, it was enabled to claim as its own all the 

saints and believers back to Abraham and even to Adam. 

That doctrine of correction-and-fulfillment likewise 

helped to set a pattern for the treatment of the problem 

of tradition in subsequent centuries. Athanasius could 

claim to have the tradition on his side despite the heretical- 

sounding language of many of the fathers; Augustine 

could seek to exonerate the Greek fathers of the charges 

of Pelagianism; the orthodox opponents of Gottschalk 

in the ninth century could seek to exonerate Augustine 

in turn; the arguments between the Greek East and the 

Latin West turned on the testimony of tradition; and the 

Protestant Reformers could affirm their loyalty to the 

catholic tradition despite their separation from Rome. All 

these arguments followed the outline of the appropriation 

of the Jewish tradition by the Christians of the first and 

second centuries. 

Primary evidence for the development of that ap¬ 

propriation is a genre of Christian literature devoted 

to a comparison of Christianity with Judaism. Within 

this genre "there is no dialogue . . . which is conducted 

on quite so high a level of courteousness and fairness" in 

the early church as the Dialogue with Trypho of Justin 

Martyr; and Justin’s treatise was only one of many. Vir¬ 

tually every major Christian writer of the first five cen¬ 

turies either composed a treatise in opposition to Judaism 

or made this issue a dominant theme in a treatise devoted 

to some other subject. Scholars are generally agreed that 

Justin’s work represented the literary form of an actual 

interview, but that it was composed many years after the 

fact and reflected the author’s hindsight on the debate. 

But it is equally clear that many of the later treatises 

"adversus Judaeos’’ neither reflected nor envisaged such 

interviews. Rather, the dialogue with Judaism became a 

literary conceit, in which the question of the uniqueness 

of Christianity in comparison with Judaism became an 

occasion for a literary exposition of Christian doctrine 

for a non-Jewish audience of Christian readers. When, 

for example, Peter Abelard wrote his Dialogue between 

a Philosopher, a Jew, and a Christian, he may have in¬ 

corporated some of the subjects still being treated in face- 

to-face encounters between Jews and Christians, for these 

were probably more frequent, even in the twelfth cen- 
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tury, than the textbooks usually suggest. But Abelard’s 

primary purpose was a dialectical one; he was writing 

to make Christians think, not to make philosophers or 

Jews accept Christianity. 

Comparison of the treatises against the Jews from 

the first three centuries has disclosed the recurrence of 

certain biblical passages and conflations of biblical pas¬ 

sages, certain historical references, and certain forms of 

argumentation. Thus, early in the twentieth century, the 

discovery of the long-lost text of the Proof of the 

Apostolic Preaching of Irenaeus in an Armenian version 

provided additional support for the theory that there 

existed a compilation "of Scriptural texts grouped under 

argument-headings, intended to convince the Jews out 

of the Old Testament itself that the Old Law was abol¬ 

ished, that its abolition was foreseen in the Old Testa- 

* ment, and that its purpose had been to prepare and 

prefigure the New Law of Christ." This commonplace in 

Christian literature, aimed at demonstrating that the 

church had now become the new and the true Israel, may 

well have antedated the Gospels themselves. Lrom the 

traditional title of such treatises as Cyprian’s To Quirinus: 

Three Books of Testimonies against the Jews, this set of 

commonplaces has acquired the title "testimonies." The 

literature of the dialogue with Judaism provides impor¬ 

tant data about the developing self-understanding of 

Christian theology, as well as about its understanding of 

the differences between Christianity and Judaism. 

A prominent element in this literature of the dialogue 

was, inevitably, the issue of the continuing validity of the 

Mosaic law. The Old Testament had declared that the 

law was as permanent as the covenant with Israel; but the 

Christians, "treating this covenant with rash contempt, 

spurn the responsibilities that come with it." This 

appeared to Jewish thought to be a repudiation of both 

the law and the covenant. Justin replied to Trypho’s 

charge by, in effect, stratifying the Old Testament law. 

The Christians retained whatever in the law of Moses 

was "naturally good, pious, and righteous"—usually 

whatever conformed to a reductionistic conception of the 

natural law. Even among Jews, Christians insisted, the law 

of nature took precedence over the law of Moses, as for 

example when a woman gave birth to a child on the Sab¬ 

bath. This implied that "the providence which long ago 
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gave the law [of Moses], but now has given the gospel 

of Jesus Christ, did not wish that the practices of the Jews 

should continue.” Christians were not bound by anything 

that had been addressed to the old Israel as a people. 

Such a stratification of moral, civil, and ceremonial ele¬ 

ments in the Mosaic law proved very difficult to maintain 

with any consistency, and the fathers could not make it 

stick. Irenaeus, for example, celebrated the superiority of 

Christian doctrine and life to all of the law, including 

the Decalogue, even though he also affirmed that "the 

words of the Decalogue” had undergone "extension and 

amplification” rather than "cancellation” by Christ’s com¬ 

ing in the flesh. 

A more effective way than stratification for coping with 

the law of the Old Testament was provided by allegorical 

and typological exegesis. Here again the Epistle of Barna¬ 

bas went further than most. To the question "Is there not 

a commandment from God which forbids the eating” of 

ceremonially unclean animals, it replied: "Yes, there is, 

but Moses was speaking in spiritual terms.” The same 

was true of the circumcision of Abraham. Less drastic in 

his spiritualization of the Old Testament commandments, 

Tertullian argued that a "new law” and a "new circum¬ 

cision” had replaced the old, which had been intended 

only as a sign or type of what was to come. Drawing 

directly on sources in Hellenistic Judaism, Origen put his 

interpretation of the Mosaic law into the context of an 

allegory on the exodus from Egypt; "with Origen the 

allegory of Philo [on the life of Moses and the exodus] 

will be incorporated into Christian tradition, and become 

part of the traditional typology.” A special feature of the 

typology of the exodus was the anticipation of baptism 

by the miracle of the Red Sea; baptism was, in turn, set 

in opposition to the circumcision of the Old Testament. 

It is certainly an exaggeration to say that "by transform¬ 

ing the Gospel into a New Law the Apostolic Fathers 

returned to the impossible situation” of man without 

Christ, for the term "new law” and related terms such as 

under the law of Christ [XpicrToyo/xos] were not devoid 

of the evangelical content which "law” sometimes bears 

in the usage of the New Testament. At the same time it 

is evident that as moralism and legalism manifested them¬ 

selves in Christian theology, much of the edge was re¬ 

moved from the argument of Christian apologetics against 
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what was taken to be the "Pharisaical” conception of the 

law. 

Although the law and the prophets belonged together 

in the language of Jewish theology, Christian theology 

identified its cause with that of the prophets against the 

law. Ignatius argued that the prophets had observed Sun¬ 

day rather than the Jewish Sabbath. Christian apologetics 

was even more assiduous in looking for proofs that Jesus 

was the fulfillment of the prophetic promises than it was 

in finding indications that he was the "end of the law.” 

The beginnings of this process are evident already in the 

New Testament, especially, of course, in books such as 

the Gospel of Matthew and the Epistle to the Hebrews, 

but also in the Gospel of Luke, the one New Testament 

writer who has traditionally been identified as a Greek; 

it is in this Gospel that the risen Christ "beginning with 

, Moses and all the prophets interpreted to them in all the 

[Old Testament] Scriptures the things concerning him¬ 

self.” The New Testament formula "that the Scripture 

might be fulfilled” may sometimes refer to a result rather 

than a purpose, but the translation "in order that [by 

divine decree] it might be fulfilled” suggests that the 

precise distinction between purpose and result is not 

really applicable. Irenaeus summarized the teaching of the 

New Testament and of early Christian tradition generally 

when he declared: "That all these things would come to 

pass was foretold by the Spirit of God through the proph¬ 

ets, that those who served God in truth might believe 

firmly in them.” 

The two purposes of the testimonies were: to show 

that Judaism, with its laws, had had its day; and to prove 

that "he who had been foretold has come, in accordance 

with the Scriptures” of the Old Testament. To this end 

the testimonies compiled those passages that were most 

readily applicable to Jesus as the Christ. The rebellion of 

the nations against Yahweh, as described in Psalm 2, was 

fulfilled in the suffering of Christ: "The heathen were 

Pilate and the Romans; the people were the tribes of 

Israel; the kings were represented in Herod, and the rul¬ 

ers in the chief priests.” The psalms that spoke of en¬ 

thronement could be applied to the resurrection of Christ, 

by which he had been elevated to the status of lordship; 

already in the New Testament, Psalm no was a favorite 

proof text for this claim. The other favorite proof text 
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was the description of the suffering servant in Isaiah 53. 

The rabbis who disputed with Origen contended that it 

"referred to the whole people [of Israel] as though a 

single individual," but the text was interpreted so unani¬ 

mously and unambiguously as Christian Scripture that 

even Trypho was constrained to admit that the Messiah 

was to suffer, though not that he was to be crucified. The 

"coming of the Lord" in later Jewish prophecy and 

apocalyptic also referred to Jesus as the Christ; but now 

it had to be divided into two comings, the first already 

accomplished in the days of his flesh and the second still 

in the future. Beyond the difference between humiliation 

and glory it was not always clear what the basis was for 

this division, which neither Judaism nor the anti-Judais- 

tic Marcionites would accept. The assurance with which 

this interpretation was set forth indicates that Christian 

doctrine took the christological meaning of these passages 

for granted. 

What the Christian tradition had done was to take over 

the Jewish Scriptures as its own, so that Justin could say 

to Trypho that the passages about Christ "are contained 

in your Scriptures, or rather not yours, but ours.” As a 

matter of fact, some of the passages were contained only 

in "ours," that is, in the Christian Old Testament. So as¬ 

sured were Christian theologians in their possession of 

the Scriptures that they could accuse the Jews not merely 

of misunderstanding and misinterpreting them, but even 

of falsifying scriptural texts. When they were aware of 

differences between the Hebrew text of the Old Testa¬ 

ment and the Septuagint, they capitalized on these to 

prove their accusation that the Jews had "taken away 

many Scripture passages from the translations carried out 

by the seventy elders." Of special importance was the 

Septuagint translation "virgin [ttapOevosJ’ in Isaiah 

7:14, which had been adopted by the New Testament and 

was canonized by early Christian writers. In Psalm 22:16 

there may have been two Hebrew readings transmitted in 

the Jewish tradition: "they have pierced my hands and 

my feet” and "like a lion are my hands and my feet." 

Christian teachers, following the Septuagint, read 

"pierced" and applied this verse, together with the entire 

psalm, to the crucifixion; their Jewish opponents "main¬ 

tain that this psalm does not refer to the Messiah." 

In addition to these variant readings and canonized 
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translations there developed a group of Christian addi¬ 

tions to the text of the Septuagint or, as Danielou has 

termed them, Christian targumin and midrashim, which 

paraphrased and expanded passages from the Old Testa¬ 

ment in ways that substantiated Christian doctrine. Justin 

Martyr accused the Jews of mutilating the passage "The 

Lord reigned from the tree," to delete the obvious refer¬ 

ence to the crucifixion of Christ. The Christian exegetical 

tradition claimed to find other such deletions and mutila¬ 

tions in the Jewish tradition of interpretation. It was per¬ 

haps a part of the same process of appropriation when the 

Christian historian Eusebius ascribed to the Jewish his¬ 

torian Josephus a paragraph confessing the messiahship 

and the divinity of Jesus; or when the same Christian 

writer supposed that Philo’s On the Contemplative Life 

was describing the early Christians rather than a commu¬ 

nity of Jewish ascetics. The growing ease with which 

appropriations and accusations alike could be made was in 

proportion to the completeness of the Christian victory 

over Jewish thought. 

Yet that victory was achieved largely by default. Not 

the superior force of Christian exegesis or learning or 

logic but the movement of Jewish history seems to have 

been largely responsible for it. It has been suggested that 

by its rise the Christian movement deprived Judaism of 

some of its earlier dynamic, especially of the proselyting 

zeal that had marked Jewish thought in the Hellenistic 

diaspora and even in Palestine, where Jews were said to 

"traverse sea and land to make a single proselyte.” There 

were several translations of the Hebrew Bible into Greek 

by Jews (as well as perhaps one or more by Christians). 

By the end of the second and the beginning of the third 

century of the Christian era, when Latin gradually began 

to displace Greek in the'western part of the Roman Em¬ 

pire, the situation within Judaism itself had changed. 

The Septuagint seems to have been called forth by the 

inability of younger Jews in the diaspora to read Hebrew 

and by the desire to present the case for Judaism to the 

Greek-speaking world. But it seems that neither of these 

factors produced any translation of the Old Testament 

into Latin by a Jew; when the Hebrew Bible began to 

come out in Latin versions, these appear to have been 

the work of anonymous Christian translators and finally 

of Jerome. After the sack of Jerusalem in a.d. 70 and its 
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desecration during the following years, Jewish polemic 

against Christianity was increasingly on the defensive, 

while Christian doctrine felt able to go its own way, with¬ 

out engaging the rabbis in a continuing dialogue. 

Origen seems to have been one of the few church 

fathers to participate in such a dialogue. Origen may also 

have been the first church father to study Hebrew, "in 

opposition to the spirit of his time and of his people,” as 

Jerome says; according to Eusebius, he "learned it thor¬ 

oughly,” but there is reason to doubt the accuracy of this 

report. Jerome, however, was rightly celebrated as "a 

trilingual man” for his competence in Latin, Greek, and 

Hebrew, and Augustine clearly admired, perhaps even 

envied, his ability to "interpret the divine Scriptures in 

both languages.” The testimony about the knowledge of 

Hebrew by other church fathers—for example, Didymus 

the Blind or Theodore of Mopsuestia—-is less conclusive. 

But it seems safe to propose the generalization that, ex¬ 

cept for converts from Judaism, it was not until the bibli¬ 

cal humanists and the Reformers of the sixteenth century 

that a knowledge of Hebrew became standard equipment 

for Christian expositors of the Old Testament. Most of 

Christian doctrine developed in a church uninformed by 

any knowledge of the original text of the Hebrew Bible. 

Whatever the reasons, Christian theologians writing 

against Judaism seemed to take their opponents less and 

less seriously as time went on; and what their apologetic 

works may have lacked in vigor or fairness, they tended 

to make up in self-confidence. They no longer looked 

upon the Jewish community as a continuing participant 

in the holy history that had produced the church. They 

no longer gave serious consideration to the Jewish inter¬ 

pretation of the Old Testament or to the Jewish back¬ 

ground of the New. Therefore the urgency and the poi¬ 

gnancy about the mystery of Israel that are so vivid in the 

New Testament have appeared only occasionally in Chris¬ 

tian thought, as in some passages in Augustine; but these 

are outweighed, even in Augustine, by the many others 

that speak of Judaism and paganism almost as though 

they were equally alien to "the people of God”—the 

church of Gentile Christians. 

But the "de-Judaization of Christianity” was not ex¬ 

pressed only by the place accorded to Judaism by Christian 

theologians. A more subtle and more pervasive effect of 
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this process is evident in the development of various 

Christian doctrines themselves. Among these, the doc¬ 

trine of God and the doctrine of man bear marks of 

de-Judaization. In Judaism it was possible simultaneously 

to ascribe change of purpose to God and to declare that 

God did not change, without resolving the paradox; for 

the immutability of God was seen as the trustworthiness 

of his covenanted relation to his people in the concrete 

history of his judgment and mercy, rather than as a pri¬ 

marily ontological category. But in the development of 

the Christian doctrine of God, immutability assumed the 

status of an axiomatic presupposition for the discussion 

of other doctrines. Hence the de-Judaization of Christian 

thought contributed, for example, to the form taken by 

the christological controversy, in which both sides defined 

the absoluteness of God in accordance with the principle 

. of immutability even though they drew opposite christo¬ 

logical conclusions from it. 

Similarly, the course taken by the development of the 

Augustinian tradition has been affected by the loss of con¬ 

tact with Jewish thought, whose refusal to polarize the 

free sovereignty of God and the free will of man has fre¬ 

quently been labeled Pelagian. But the label is not ap¬ 

propriate, for Judaism has a Pelagian doctrine of nature 

but an Augustinian doctrine of grace. Augustine accused 

the Pelagians of "putting the New Testament on the same 

level with the Old" by their view that it was possible for 

man to keep the law of God, and Jerome saw Pharisaism 

in the Pelagian notion that perfect righteousness was 

attainable within man’s life here on earth. The develop¬ 

ment of Christian theology in the East, especially in the 

Antiochene school, manifested other ways of transcend¬ 

ing the antitheses prevalent in the West and of setting 

forth "a doctrine which cannot properly be called either 

Augustinian or Pelagian." But it, too, formulated the 

question in a manner alien to the Jewish tradition, even 

as it sought to find the answer for the question in the 

Jewish Bible. 

Because the victory of Christian theology over Jewish 

thought came more by default than by conquest, the ques¬ 

tion of the relation between the two covenants has re¬ 

turned over and over to claim Christian attention. The 

significance of Jewish thinkers for Christian theologians 

—for example, of Moses Maimonides for Thomas Aqui- 
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nas, of Spinoza for Friedrich Schleiermacher, or of Martin 

Buber for both Protestant and Roman Catholic theology 

in the twentieth century—is not simply part of the con¬ 

tinuing interaction between theological and secular 

thought. In spite of the philosophical cast of these Jewish 

thinkers, Christian theologians have hearkened to them 

more as relatives than as strangers. At the same time, the 

less philosophical and more biblical elements of the Jew¬ 

ish theological tradition have failed to play a similar role 

in Christian history. But whenever individual theologians 

have seemed to be going too far in their denigration of 

the Old Testament, as Marcion in the second century and 

biblical criticism in the nineteenth century did, they were 

denounced for relegating the larger part of the Christian 

Bible to a sub-Christian status. One of the most reliable 

indices of the interpretation of Judaism in Christian 

thought is the exegesis of Romans 9-11. The history of 

this exegesis is the record of the church’s struggle to give 

theological structure to its intuitions regarding the rela¬ 

tion between the covenants, or to reestablish the sense of 

continuity-with-discontinuity evident in the language of 

the New Testament about Israel as the chosen people. 

Repeatedly, therefore, we shall be turning to this exegesis, 

as well as to the doctrinal implications of the litanies and 

collects of the church, which sometimes preserved such 

a sense more faithfully than did its formal dogmatics. 

It was apparently from Jewish sectarianism that some 

of the earliest forms of Christian heresy came. According 

to Irenaeus, "all the heresies are derived from Simon of 

Samaria,” and one of the oldest catalogs of Christian 

heretics, that of Hegesippus as preserved by Eusebius, 

listed Simon first among those who came from "the 

seven sects among the [Jewish] people” to "corrupt 

[the church] by vain teachings.” Eusebius himself termed 

Simon "the prime author of every kind of heresy” and 

identified him with the Simon of Acts 8:9-25. Cyril of 

Jerusalem, too, called him "the inventor of all heresy.” 

But the primary source of information about the heresy 

of Simon is Justin Martyr, himself a native of Samaria. 

According to Justin, Simon was acknowledged by his ad¬ 

herents "as the First God,” and they said that a certain 

"Helen . . . was the First Thought which he brought into 

existence.” The concept of the First Thought seems to 

have been derived at least partly from Jewish speculations 
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about the personal Wisdom of God. "Simonian gnosis 

arose out of Judaeo-Samaritan sectarianism,” and through 

it contributed to the beginnings also of Christian Gnosti¬ 

cism. Like other forms of Gnosticism, Simonianism was 

radically pessimistic in its view of the created world, ap¬ 

parently carrying the implication of the doctrine of the 

two spirits in the Dead Sea Scrolls all the way to the point 

of an ontological dualism. 

Not all the heretical forms of Jewish Christianity, 

however, manifested this dualism. Irenaeus reported that 

"those who are called Ebionites agree [with Tewish and 

Christian orthodoxy] that the universe was made by 

God.” Where they diverged from Christian orthodox}' 

was in their view of Christ. According; to Ormen, there 

were "two sects of Ebionites, the one confessing as we do 

that Jesus was born of a virgin, the other holding that he 

• was not born in this way but like other men.” The first of 

these sects seems to have been made up of the orthodox 

Christians of Jewish origin mentioned earlier, who con¬ 

tinued to observe the regulations of the Mosaic law even 

after they had accepted the messiahship and divine son- 

ship of Jesus; it seems likely that they were identical with 

the "Nazarenes.” The second group of Ebionites taught 

that though born as other men are, Jesus was elected to 

be the Son of God, and that at his baptism Christ, an 

archangel, descended on him, as he had on Adam, Moses, 

and other prophets. Jesus, too, was no more than the 

"true prophet.” The distinction between Jesus and Christ 

was also used by Cerinthus and was to figure in various 

Gnostic Christian systems, but among the Ebionites it 

seems to have reflected Essene teaching. In addition, the 

heretical Ebionites "use the Gospel according to Matthew 

only, and repudiate the apostle Paul, maintaining that he 

was an apostate from the law.” Their name seems to have 

been derived, not, as some of the fathers thought, from 

a founder called Ebion, but from the Hebrew word for 

"poor.” The Ebionites may have been those descendants 

of the Essenes who remained Christian after the year 70. 

Like the Ebionites, the Elkesaites regarded Jesus as "a 

man like every other man" and as one of the prophets; to 

this extent they, too, bear marks of the heretical forms of 

Jewish Christianity. 

Perhaps the most important implication of the Dead 

Sea Scrolls for the history of the development of Chris- 
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tian doctrine after the New Testament is the clarification 

of connections between sectarian Judaism and the begin¬ 

nings of heretical Christianity. With the help of such 

additional sources, the less familiar aspects of the Jewish 

heritage of early Christian teaching are being illumined, 

and it is becoming possible to check more accurately the 

various reports of the fathers about the influence of heret¬ 

ical Jewish ideas upon heretical Christian theology. There 

were also influences in the opposite direction, as Manda- 

ism and other heretical species of Judaism absorbed ele¬ 

ments of Christian heresy; and so it came about that both 

Jewish and Christian heresy contributed to the origins of 

Islam. 

Within the mainstream of orthodox Christianity, how¬ 

ever, the Jewish heritage remained visible in other ways. 

The growth of the cultic, hierarchical, and ethical struc¬ 

tures of Christianity led to the Christianization of many 

features of Judaism. While much of that growth does not 

belong directly to the history of the development of doc¬ 

trine, it is important because of this "re-Judaization” of 

Christianity. Justin argued that one of the differences be¬ 

tween the old covenant and the new was that the priest¬ 

hood had been superseded and "we [the church as a 

whole] are the true high-priestly race of God." In the 

New Testament itself the concept of "priest” referred 

either to the Levites of the Old Testament, now made 

obsolete, or to Christ or to the entire church—not to the 

ordained ministry of the church. But Clement, who was 

also the first to use the term "layman [AaucoV]," already 

spoke of "priests" and of "the high priest" and signifi¬ 

cantly related these terms to the Levitical priesthood; a 

similar parallel occurred in the Didache and in Hippoly- 

tus. For Tertullian, the bishop was already "the high 

priest," and for his disciple, Cyprian, it was completely 

natural to speak of a Christian "priesthood." And so by 

the time of Chrysostom’s treatise On the Priesthood it 

seems to have become accepted practice to refer to Aaron 

and Eli as examples and warnings for the priesthood of 

the Christian church. Chrysostom also spoke of "the Lord 

being sacrificed and laid upon the altar and the priest 

standing and praying over the victim," summarizing the 

sacrificial language about the Eucharist which had also 

become accepted practice. Therefore the apostles, too, 

were represented as priests. 
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But this re-Judaization does not indicate any recovery 

of close association between Judaism and Christian the¬ 

ology; on the contrary, it shows how independent Chris¬ 

tian doctrine had become of its Jewish origins and how 

free it felt to appropriate terms and concepts from the 

Jewish tradition despite its earlier disparagement of them. 

Now that Christian theologians were no longer obliged 

to engage in serious dialogue with Judaism, they were 

able to go their own Christian way in formulating the 

universal claims of Christianity. Not only the Jewish 

Scriptures and the Levitical priesthood, but other prerog¬ 

atives and claims of the chosen people were consistently 

transferred to the church—a practice which was both an 

index to and a cause of the isolation of Gentile Christian 

thought from the Judaism contemporary with itself as 

well as from the Jewish Christianity out of which it had 

‘originally come. 

The church, therefore, was the inheritor of the prom¬ 

ises and prerogatives of the Jews. "Just as Christ is Israel 

and Jacob, so we who have been quarried out from the 

bowels of Christ are the true Israelitic race," the "third 

Israel” spoken of in Isaiah. Likewise, the church was now 

"the synagogue of God," "those who believe in" Christ 

having become "one soul, and one synagogue, and one 

church." Not the old Israel, but the church had the right 

to call Abraham its father, to style itself "the chosen peo¬ 

ple," and to look forward to inheriting the promised land. 

No title for the church in early Christianity is more com¬ 

prehensive than the term "the people of God," which 

originally meant "the new Israel" but gradually lost this 

connotation as the Christian claim to be the only true peo¬ 

ple of God no longer had to be substantiated. 

This appropriation of the Jewish Scriptures and of the 

heritage of Israel helped Christianity to survive the de¬ 

struction of Jerusalem and to argue that with the coming 

of Christ Jerusalem had served its purpose in the divine 

plan and could be forsaken. It also enabled Christianity to 

claim an affinity with the non-Jewish tradition as well as 

with the Jewish and to formulate such doctrines as the 

Trinity on a more inclusive basis than that provided by 

Jewish monotheism alone. These and other advantages 

were cited by the defenders of Christianity against Juda¬ 

ism; they did not usually mention, even though they often 

exhibited, the impoverishment that came from the suppo- 
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sition that in the Old Testament and in the Jewish ele¬ 

ments of the New Testament the Christian church had as 

much of the tradition of Judaism as it would ever need. 

The Christian Dispute with Classical Thought 

The apologetic war of the early church was fought simul¬ 

taneously on two fronts, for the theologians also ad¬ 

dressed themselves critically to the other chief component 

of their thought world, classicism. For their dispute with 

Judaism they had extensive precedents in the New Testa¬ 

ment, where most of the arguments had appeared, at least 

in seminal form. But the audience to which Christian 

thought was directed increasingly, and then almost ex¬ 

clusively, during the second and third centuries was one 

to which very little of the New Testament had been ad¬ 

dressed. Except for fragmentary reports like those in Acts 

14:15-17 and 17:22-31 and discussions such as that in 

Romans 1:19-2:16, theologians had almost no biblical 

precedent for their apologetic to pagan thought. There¬ 

fore these few passages from the New Testament have 

been called upon to provide the apologetic enterprise in 

every age with some sort of biblical justification for its 

work. Faced with this situation, the defenders of Chris¬ 

tianity could take the Apocalypse of John as their model 

and repudiate pagan thought with all its works and all 

its ways, just as they unanimously repudiated the imperial 

cult; or they could seek out, within classicism, analogies 

to the continuity-discontinuity which all of them found in 

Judaism. The theologians of the second and third cen¬ 

turies combined these two emphases, but in varying pro¬ 

portions. 

This they did in a series of apologetic treatises, the most 

comprehensive and profound of which was Against Cel- 

sus by Origen. Some of the elements in the Christian self- 

defense and self-definition against Judaism also provided 

ammunition for the theologians who sought to define 

similarities and differences between the Christian faith 

and classical thought. But in other respects the two apolo¬ 

getic cases were radically different, and the Christian 

writers against paganism took over arguments that had 

been standard in the apologias for Judaism, as well as 

other arguments from Greek philosophers. Here again, 

Justin is important not only for the intrinsic value of his 

treatises in interpreting the apologetic conflict of the early 
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church, but also for the insights his works provide into 

the relation between the two fronts of that conflict. The 

earliest apology for Christianity (that of Quadratus), the 

most brilliant apology (that of Origen), and the most 

learned apology (that of Eusebius) were all written in 

Greek; nevertheless, the Latin writers "Tertullian, Lac- 

tantius, and Augustine outweigh all the Greek apolo¬ 

gists.” We shall, of course, draw upon both bodies of 

apologetic literature in this interpretation. 

Much of the attack from pagan classicism, and there¬ 

fore much of the defense from Christianity, was not prin¬ 

cipally doctrinal in nature. In the correspondence be¬ 

tween Pliny and Trajan, and in much of the apologetic 

literature to follow until the tracts of the emperor Julian, 

two of the charges that constantly recurred were those of 

encouraging civil disobedience and of practicing immoral- 

* ity. But in the midst of arguments about these charges, 

which are not of direct concern to us, doctrinal issues 

continually arose. For example, one of the most wide¬ 

spread calumnies against the Christians was the charge, 

"most impious and barbarous of all, that we eat human 

flesh” or "loaves steeped in blood.” The basis of this ac¬ 

cusation was the language used by Christians about the 

Eucharist, for they seem to have spoken about the pres¬ 

ence of the body and blood of Christ so realistically as to 

suggest a literal cannibalism. In the midst of rather meager 

and ambiguous evidence about the doctrine of the real 

presence in the second and third centuries and well beyond 

that period, these slanders would seem to be an important 

source of information in support of the existence of such 

a doctrine; but it is also important to note that the fathers, 

in defending themselves, did not elaborate a doctrine of 

the real presence. 

One doctrinal element in the pagan attack was the 

claim that the Christians taught absurd myths. The the- 

ogonies of Hesiod and the tales of Homer had gradually 

been allegorized and spiritualized by the leaders of clas¬ 

sical thought, who "ennobled what is base,” until they 

were able to speak of "the divine” (neuter) and of "be¬ 

ing” in language that only rarely betrayed the ancestry of 

their ideas in classical Greek and Roman mythology. This 

process of refinement and spiritualization, in which Soc¬ 

rates and others had been martyred for their criticism of 

the mythical picture of the gods, had largely accomplished 
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its purpose by the time of the conflict between pagan 

thought and Christian doctrine. And just when the lead¬ 

ers of pagan thought had emancipated their picture of 

the divine from the crude anthropomorphism of the myth¬ 

ological tradition, the Christians came on the scene with a 

message about one who was called "Son of God." It is not 

surprising, when "the most learned and serious classes 

... are always, in fact, the most irreverent toward your 

gods," that these classes should also have been the ones 

who vehemently resisted this message, which seemed to 

be a relapse into "a physical meaning of a gross kind," 

the very thing from which, after such a hard struggle, 

they had been rescued. Therefore they made fun of such 

biblical narratives as those dealing with the virgin birth 

and the resurrection. In Theophilus’s defense of Christian¬ 

ity, the assertion that God had a Son was not meant "as 

the poets and writers of myths talk of the sons of gods 

begotten of intercourse [with women]." These and other 

parallels between the Christian and the pagan criticisms 

of ancient mythology were intended to show that, even 

in speaking of Jesus as the Son of God, "we tell no in¬ 

credible tales when we explain the doctrines about Jesus." 

Sometimes the pagan attacks struck at the very heart of 

the Christian gospel. Despite the ambiguity that seems to 

be present in the fathers of the second and third centuries 

on the questions of justification, grace, and forgiveness, 

they did have to deal with these questions in the attacks 

of their pagan opponents. Celsus was the spokesman for 

much of paganism when he attacked the gospel of for¬ 

giveness as cheap grace: "Those who summon people to 

the other mysteries make this preliminary proclamation: 

'Who has pure hands and a wise tongue.’ . . . But let us 

hear what folk these Christians call. Whoever is a sinner,’ 

they say, 'whoever is unwise, whoever is a child, and, in 

a word, whoever is a wretch, the kingdom of God will 

receive him.’ ” Julian expressed a similar judgment about 

the promise of forgiveness in baptism. Such attacks 

prompted even some fathers whose doctrine of grace was 

not very profound to see that if "you compare the other 

deities and Christ with respect to the benefits of health 

[or salvation] given by them," it would be recognized 

that "aid is brought by the gods to the good and that the 

misfortunes of evil men are ignored," while, by con¬ 

trast, "Christ gave assistance in equal measure to the 
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good and the evil.” More perhaps than they themselves 

could recognize, these spokesmen for Christianity pointed 

to the distinctive character of the Christian message as a 

promise of health and rescue based not upon worthiness 

but upon need; here as elsewhere, the pagan critics of 

Christianity seem sometimes to have been more pro¬ 

found in their identification of this distinctive character 

than were the defenders of Christianity. 

In the same way, the pagan critics acknowledged the 

distinctiveness of Jesus Christ in a manner that was some¬ 

times more trenchant than the theology of the Christian 

apologists and that thus called forth a more profound 

statement of Christian doctrine than would have appeared 

without the challenge. It was not only the story of the 

resurrection of Christ that drew the fire of pagan critics 

as a fable or the report of a hysterical woman, but the sig¬ 

nificance attached to the resurrection by Christian theol¬ 

ogy. Nowhere is that significance more unequivocally ex¬ 

pressed than in the polemic of some Christian theologians 

against the pagan doctrine of the immortal soul. "The 

soul is not in itself immortal, O Greeks, but mortal. Yet 

it is possible for it not to die.” In these words Tatian 

voiced the doctrine that life after death was not an ac¬ 

complishment of man, much less his assured possession, 

but a gift from God in the resurrection of Christ. Even 

when the apocalyptic vision had been eclipsed and the 

immortality of the soul had become a standard element 

in Christian teaching, this stress on the divine initiative 

in the achievement of life everlasting continued to act 

as a check on the more drastic implications of these 

changes. In these and other ways the attacks of pagan 

authors on the Christian message left their mark on the 

church’s doctrines long after their external challenge had 

lost its effectiveness. 

The reply of the apologists to that challenge has also 

continued to affect the development of Christian doctrine 

both directly and indirectly. It was at least partly in re¬ 

sponse to pagan criticism of the stories in the Bible that 

the Christian apologists, like their Jewish predecessors, 

took over and adapted the methods and even the vocabu¬ 

lary of pagan allegorism. Not even the most shocking of 

biblical narratives could match the crudity and "blasphem¬ 

ous nonsense” of the Greek myths, in which the gods were 

depicted as being superhuman not in virtue but in en- 
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durance, "not more superior in dominion than in vice.” 

The apologists recited lengthy catalogs of the amorous 

exploits of the gods, taking care to note that these por¬ 

nographic details were being quoted from the pagan 

authors themselves. Those who held to such shameful ac¬ 

counts of the divine had no right to reproach the Chris¬ 

tian narrative of "the birth of God in the form of a man. 

. . . For it is not permissible even to compare our concep¬ 

tion of God with those who are wallowing in filth and 

mud.” If the myths were true, they should not be admit¬ 

ted in public; if they were false, they should not be circu¬ 

lated among religious people. A common way out of this 

difficulty among sophisticated pagans was allegorical ex¬ 

egesis. A sophisticated pagan such as Celsus "claims that 

his own exegesis of ancient writers is in harmony with 

their intention of handing down the truth in veiled form, 

to be uncovered by philosophical exegesis, while Jewish 

and Christian exegesis is merely defensive”; Porphyry 

accused Origen of misapplying Hellenistic allegory to the 

Jewish Scriptures. In his reply to Celsus, Origen was will¬ 

ing to concede at least some validity to the allegorical 

exegesis of the Homeric poems. Most Christian writers, 

however, denounced Stoic and other allegory as "the 

veneer of sophistic disputes by which not the truth but 

its image and appearance and shadow are always sought 

after.” At one and the same time the apologists cited the 

pagan philosophers against pagan religion and denounced 

them for the artificiality of their efforts to square their 

teachings with Homer and Hesiod. Seneca was "often in 

agreement with us”; but Socrates was the most important 

of all, because he had refrained from allegorizing Homer 

and had banished him. 

The reason for this importance was that Christ had 

been "known in part even by Socrates.” As the apologists 

came to grips with the defenders of paganism, they were 

compelled to acknowledge that Christianity and its an¬ 

cestor, Judaism, did not have a monopoly on either the 

moral or the doctrinal teachings whose superiority Chris¬ 

tian apologetics was seeking to demonstrate. To some 

extent this acknowledgment was a tacit admission of 

the presence within Christian thought of doctrines bor¬ 

rowed from Greek philosophy. To account for the pres¬ 

ence of such teachings in pagan philosophy, the apolo¬ 

gists drew upon several devices. Justin sought to draw a 

) 
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connection between the philosophers and the preexistent 

Logos. It was the seed of reason (Aoyo? cnrep/xaTiKos) in 

man which enabled pagan thinkers like Socrates to see 

dimly what came to be clearly seen through the revelation 

of the Logos in the person of Jesus. As the Logos had 

been adumbrated in various ways during the history of 

Israel, so also what paganism had learned about God and 

about the good life could be traced to the universal func¬ 

tioning of the Logos. The Stoics, the poets, and the his¬ 

torians all "spoke well in proportion to the share [they] 

had of the seminal Logos." But now that the seminal 

Logos had come in person, those who had been under his 

tutelage coul*} find the fuller meaning of their intuitions. 

Lor Origen, too, the "Logos who came to dwell in Jesus 

. . . inspired men before that." The apologists’ use of the 

idea of the Logos in their dispute with classicism cer- 

, tainly helped to establish this title in the Christian vo¬ 

cabulary about Christ, but other factors were no less 

important. 

tertullian’s explanation of the presence of noble and 

good elements in paganism employed the idea of natural 

law rather than that of the seminal Logos. For him these 

elements included knowledge of the existence, the good¬ 

ness, and the justice of God, but especially the moral pre¬ 

cepts flowing from that knowledge. This law of nature 

agreed with Christian revelation in its condemnation of 

moral evil. Even in his Montanist phase Tertullian could 

appeal to "the law of the Creator," apparently with this 

law of nature in mind. In opposition to Jewish teaching 

about the law of Moses, Tertullian argued that the pri¬ 

mordial natural law, which had been given in an unwrit¬ 

ten form to Adam and Eve and thus to all nations, had 

now been "reformed for the better." Origen used the 

familiar Stoic distinction between "the ultimate law of 

nature” and "the written code of cities" to justify the 

Christian refusal to obey the idolatrous laws of the na¬ 

tions, including Rome; he was "apparently the first to 

justify the right to resist tyranny by appealing to natural 

law." But the Christian acceptance of the pagan idea of 

natural law did not compel a Christian theologian such 

as Origen to be oblivious of the relativity in the laws of 

l(the nations. Most of the history of Christian thought 

about natural law belongs to the development of Christian 

Social ethics rather than to the history of doctrine; but 



The Christian Dispute with Classical Thought 33 

Troeltsch (i960) 160 

C\em.Prot .6.70.1 (GCS 
12:53); Cassiod./«Jt.^/fc,,28.3 
(Mynors 70) 

ap. Clem. Str. 1.22.150.1 (GCS 
52:92-93) 
Vh.Qu.om.pr.lib .8.57 (LCL 
9:42) 

Jos.Ap.2.56.256-57 {LCL 
1:394-96) 

Just. 1 Apol.59-60 (Goodspeed 
68-70) 

Or.Ce/1.6.19 (GCS 3:89-90) 

Theoph./J#/(?/. 1.14 (SC 20:90) 

Min.Fel.Or/.34.1-4 (CSEL 
2:48) 

Tert.N^.2.2.5 (CCSL 1:42) 

Aug. Doctr. christ. 2.28.43 
(CCSL 32: 63) 

Aug.C/V.8.11 {CCSL 
47:227-28) 

Clem. Prot. 6.70.1 (CCS 
12:53) 

natural law did play a role in the effort of early theolo¬ 

gians to deal with paganism, and it went on to "provide 

the daughter churches of Western Catholicism, Lutheran¬ 

ism and Calvinism, with the means of regarding and 

shaping themselves as a Christian unity of civilization." 

Only in the new apologetics of the Enlightenment did 

this definition of the natural law meet with fundamental 

opposition. 

Probably the most widespread theory proposed by the 

fathers to account for the truth in paganism was the sug¬ 

gestion that it had come from the Old Testament. Here 

they were following a precedent set by Jewish apologists. 

Aristobulus claimed that both Plato and Pythagoras had 

read Moses; Philo traced various Greek doctrines to a 

biblical origin; and Josephus maintained that the Jewish 

Bible was the source of many of the most profound in¬ 

sights in pagan thought. In the same spirit, Justin saw 

Moses as the source for the doctrine of creation in Plato’s 

Timaeus, adding, however, that among Christians the 

confession of this and related doctrines was not confined 

to the learned but was present also among illiterates. 

Plato’s Phaedrus was likewise traced to the Bible by 

Origen, who professed to have received this explanation 

from other writers. Theophilus of Antioch extended the 

claim to the Greek poets as well as the philosophers, who 

"plagiarized from the Scriptures to make their doctrines 

plausible." Minucius Felix took the various philosophical 

notions of the conflagration awaiting the world as proof 

that the "divine proclamations of the prophets" had pro¬ 

vided the philosophers with the basis of their correct, 

even though "corrupted," insight. Characteristically, Ter- 

tullian, while conceding the possibility that the philoso¬ 

phers may have studied the Scriptures, insisted that their 

prepossessions had prevented them from understanding 

biblical truth. Augustine, too, considered the possibility, 

which he had learned from Ambrose, that Plato had be¬ 

come acquainted with the Bible while both he and Jere¬ 

miah were in Egypt; later on, Augustine withdrew this 

explanation on historical and chronological grounds, but 

continued to feel that at least some acquaintance with the 

Bible was the only possible explanation for Plato’s cos¬ 

mology and ontology. 

Clement of Alexandria also maintained that the doc¬ 

trines of Plato’s Timaeus came "from the Hebrews," but 



Praeparatio Evangelica 34 

Molland (1936) 71 

ap.Or.CW.r.1.14 (GCS 
2:66-67) 

ap.Tert.^pc/.37.4 (CCSL 
1:148); ap.Eus.H.£.1.4.1 
(GCS 9:38) 

Arnob.NW.2.72 (CSEL 
4:106) 

he had several other explanations for the parallels be¬ 

tween philosophy and revelation. "He begins with the 

possibility that the truth contained in philosophy is to be 

ascribed to an accident involved in God’s providential 

economy. He continues with explanations attributing the 

element of truth in philosophy to the general revelation, 

or even making the Greek philosophers prophets similar 

to those of the Old Testament. And he ends by indicating 

that philosophy owes its existence to a reflection of the 

eternal truth itself, and that the philosophers have beheld 

God—an imperfect, vague, unclear yet true vision.” It is, 

of course, true that many of the ideas that seemed so 

v similar to philosophical teachings were being read into 

the Old Testament rather than being found there; for 

example, Clement’s doctrine of creation in some ways 

owed more to Plato than to Moses, even though he 

^claimed to find that doctrine in the latter rather than in 

the former and had to explain the embarrassing parallel. 

This effort to demonstrate that the truth of revelation, 

which was also being affirmed by the pagan philosophers, 

had occurred first in the Old Testament was not merely a 

way of finding biblical support for one or another doc¬ 

trine. It was also part of the campaign to prove the superi¬ 

ority of Christian doctrine on the grounds of its antiquity. 

Antiquity was widely regarded in pagan thought as lend¬ 

ing authority to a system of thought or belief. Celsus at¬ 

tacked Christianity in the name of "an ancient doctrine 

which has existed from the beginning, which has always 

been maintained by the wisest nations and cities and wise 

men.” Christ was spurned by the pagans as "only of yes¬ 

terday,” as one who had not "been known by name” until 

his own time. Or, as Arnobius paraphrased the case for 

paganism on the basis of its supposed antiquity, "your 

[that is, the pagans’] religious observances precede the 

one we espouse by many years, and for that reason are 

truer because fortified by the authority of age.” Because 

the Christian message was based not simply on some time¬ 

less truth, but on the historical events of the life, death, 

and resurrection of Jesus under Pontius Pilate, it appeared 

to be discredited as an innovation. 

But the proclamation of those events was not the whole 

of the Christian message; or, rather, the apologists, to- 

\/ gether with the whole church, believed that those events 

were announced beforehand in the Sacred Scriptures of 
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the Old Testament. On the basis, then, of Homer and of 

Moses, "the one being the oldest of poets and historians, 

and the other the founder of all barbarian wisdom,’’ Ta- 

tian proceeded to prove "that our doctrines are older, not 

only than those of the Greeks, but than the invention of 

letters.” Tatian’s teacher, Justin, who argued the case for 

Christian innovations against Judaism, had argued earlier 

that the Old Testament, which was "now in the possession 

of all Jews throughout the world” but which actually be¬ 

longed to Christianity, was "of greater antiquity than the 

Greek writers.” Tertullian exclaimed: "Moses and God 

existed before all your Lycurguses and Solons. There is 

not a single later age that does not derive from primitive 

sources.” Expanding upon these arguments, Clement of 

Alexandria demonstrated, in the summary words of Euse¬ 

bius, "that Moses and the Jewish race went back further 

in their origins than the Greeks.” In reply to the sneers 

of Celsus about the recent and outlandish origins of Chris¬ 

tian teaching, Origen, too, maintained that "Moses and 

the prophets . . . are not only earlier than Plato but also 

than Homer and the discovery of writing among the 

Greeks. They did not say these things, as Celsus thinks, 

'because they misunderstood Plato.’ How could they have 

heard a maa who had not yet been born?” 

Ambrose appears to have been one of the few defend¬ 

ers of Christianity to admit, in his dispute with Sym- 

machus, that this argument from antiquity did not hold; 

for "not the antiquity of years, but that of morals is laud¬ 

able. It is not shameful to move on to something better.” 

Nor was this claim to antiquity compromised in the mind 

of most of the apologists by the circumstance, sometimes 

noted in the writings of their pagan opponents, that some 

of the doctrines whose antiquity they demonstrated from 

the Old Testament were not explicitly stated there, but 

had come into Christian theology by way of Greek phi¬ 

losophy and only then were discovered in the Jewish 

Scriptures. 

Although Clement of Alexandria told the Greeks that 

for the ideas in Plato’s Timaeus they were "indebted to 

the Hebrews,” he was himself indebted to the Timaeus. 

Nevertheless, he joined with the other apologists in de¬ 

fending what he understood to be the biblical view of 

creation against the cosmogonies of the philosophers, in¬ 

cluding the cosmogony of the Timaeus. When "the chorus 
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of the philosophers” were guilty of "deifying the uni¬ 

verse” instead of "seeking the Creator of the universe,” 

they needed to be told that "the sheer volition [of God] 

is the making of the universe. For God alone made it, 

because he alone is God in his being [ovrws]. By his sheer 

act of will he creates [Srjfxiovpyel']; and after he has merely 

willed, it follows that things come into being.” In oppo¬ 

sition to the Platonic idea of the demiurge, then, Clement 

asserted that God himself was the demiurge of all things. 

On the basis of this and similar statements, E. F. Osborn 

has concluded that "Clement is the first person to state 

and give reasons for the doctrine of creation ex nihilo 

But Clement’s contemporary, Tertullian, elaborated the 

doctrine of creation out of nothing more fully in his 

Against Hermogenes. To some extent he seems, both here 

and elsewhere, to have been dependent on Theophilus of 

* Antioch, who had taught, in opposition to the Platonic 

idea of the coeternity of God and matter, that "the power 

of God is manifested in this, that out of things that are 

not he makes whatever he pleases” and that therefore 

"nothing is coeternal with God.” Conceding that creation 

out of nothing was not explicitly stated in the Bible but 

only implied, Tertullian argued from silence that "if God 

could make all things out of nothing, Scripture could 

quite well omit to add that he had made them out of 

nothing, but it should have said by all means that he had 

made them out of matter, if he had done so; for the first 

possibility would be completely understandable, even if 

it was not expressly stated, but the second would be 

doubtful unless it was stated.” Apologists like Clement, 

Theophilus, and Tertullian recognized that the coeternity 

of God and matter was inconsistent with the sovereignty 

and freedom of God. In spite of the difficulties raised by 

the doctrine of creation ex nihilo for any attempt to cope 

with the problem of evil, the alternatives to this doctrine 

appeared to be a pantheism which taught that "God and 

matter are the same, two names for one thing” or a 

dualism that could be resolved, if at all, by denying that 

God the Creator "made all things freely, and by his own 

power, and arranged and finished them, and his will is 

the substance of all things.” 

According to Irenaei)s, God the Creator "is discovered 

to be the one and only God who created all things, who 
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alone is omnipotent, and who is the only Father founding 

and forming all things, visible and invisible.” In answer 

both to mythological polytheism and to the doctrine of 

the coeternity of God and matter, the apologists asserted 

divine transcendence and strict monotheism (or, in their 

usual word, "monarchy”). They "apply the word nearly 

always to the absolute monarchy of God, and its primary 

sense is omnipotence. But since the whole significance of 

omnipotence is that it can be wielded only by one ulti¬ 

mate power, it really comes to mean monotheism.” So 

long as the challenge to Christian doctrine was coming 

from classical polytheism or from philosophical panthe¬ 

ism or even from Gnosticism, this stress on the "mon¬ 

archy” seemed to align the apologists with the Old Testa¬ 

ment doctrine of God, in spite of their divergence from 

Judaism. But when Christian thought was called upon to 

vindicate its language about the divine dispensation 

("economy”) in Christ as consistent with monotheism, 

it took on the far more subtle assignment of demonstrat¬ 

ing that its doctrine of "the Trinity ... in no respect chal- 

lenges the monarchy, while it conserves the quality of the 

economy.” 

In their defense of the biblical view of creation, the 

apologists were also obliged to take up the question of 

the meaning of history. Greek historical thought had been 
• ;-',v 

impressed by the constantly recurring elements in human 

history; one of the means, though not the only one, by 

which the Greeks interpreted history was a theory of 

cycles. Among the Romans, their own sense of manifest 

destiny prompted a revision of this theory; it was asserted 

that although previous events had foreshadowed the com¬ 

ing of Rome, as Vergil said, the fall of previous civiliza¬ 

tions did not indicate the inevitable course of empire, so 

long as Rome remained true to the ideals of its past. In 

declaring the loyalty of the Christians to the empire 

while repudiating the deification of the emperor, 

apologetic theologians were compelled to clarify their 

reasons for differing from these theories of history. It 

was a necessary presupposition of the Christian proclama¬ 

tion that historical events were unrepeatable; otherwise 

"it is inevitable that according to the determined cycles 

Moses will always come out of Egypt with the people of 

the Jews, [and] Jesus will again come to visit this life 
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and will do the same things he has done, not just once 

but an infinite number of times according to the cycles.” 

In opposition to Roman claims, Tertullian asserted that 

"all nations have possessed empire, each in its proper 

time . . . until at last almost universal dominion has 

accrued to the Romans,” adding ominously: "What 

[God] has determined concerning [the Roman Em¬ 

pire], those who are closest to him know.” 

When a theology was dominated, as Tertullian’s some¬ 

times was, by a vivid futuristic eschatology, it could share 

the Roman belief that the empire represented the final 

phase of human accomplishment, but always with the 

proviso that now it was time for the final phase of divine 

intervention. When that intervention did not come, at 
V 

least not in the form in which many had expected it, the 

apologists had to deal with the possibility that the world 

* would continue even without the empire as they had 

known it. They often fell back upon a more general con¬ 

ception of "the providence of God, which regulates 

everything according to its season.” Such a view of 

providence, like the monotheism of which it was a 

corollary, seriously complicated the problem of evil and 

of free will, ass the formula of Origen suggests: "As a 

result of [God’s] foreknowledge the free actions of every 

man fit in with that disposition of the whole which is 

necessary for the existence of the universe.” The doctrine 

of divine providence became the standard rubric under 

which theologians considered the problem of history. It 

remained for Augustine to clarify the Christian convic¬ 

tion that because of Christ and despite "all appearances, 

human history does not consist of a series of repetitive 

patterns, but marks a sure, if unsteady, advance to an 

ultimate goal.” 

Concerned as they were with ethical questions as much 

as with doctrinal issues, the apologists also sought to 

prove and defend the superiority of the Christian ethic. 

Of the devices employed in this defense, the most impor¬ 

tant doctrinally was their interpretation of the Christian 

gospel as a "tjew law.” When Barnabas spoke of "the 

new law of our Lord Jesus Christ, which is without a 

yoke of necessity,” he set a pattern followed by many- 

later theologians. Justin called Christ "the new law¬ 

giver,” and Origen termed him "the lawgiver of the 

Christians”; by Cyprian’s time such phrases as "the 
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evangelical law” or "the law of the gospel” seem to have 

become a standard designation for the Christian message. 

As Moritz von Engelhardt has urged, such phrases 

"passed over into Christian language without necessarily 

indicating an inclination to a Jewish-Christian way of 

thinking. And something that could otherwise be inter¬ 

preted in this sense acquires, in the context, a different and 

evangelical meaning.” The "new law” implied new de¬ 

mands (the knowledge of Christ, repentance, and a sin¬ 

less life after conversion) as well as new promises (for¬ 

giveness of sins and immortality). But when the Jewish 

context of such terms as "covenant” became less evident to 

Christians, "new law” also shed some of its earlier con¬ 

notations. 

As Christianity became more respectable socially, its 

apologetics became more respectable philosophically. 

Long after the official adoption of Christianity by the 

emperor and eventually by the law of the empire, Chris¬ 

tian theologians still went on writing apologetic treatises. 

The Summa against the Gentiles of Thomas Aquinas 

was written at a time when there were certainly very few 

"Gentiles,” that is, pagans, left in western Europe and 

when those for whom it was ostensibly composed could 

not have understood it. But the tone of that Summa, and 

of apologetic treatises for some centuries preceding it, 

indicates that the war was decided even though it was not 

over. The statement of proofs for the existence of God 

became a part of the Christian theological enterprise only 

when it was no longer necessary for apologetic purposes, 

as though to assure that the triumph of revelation had not 

been won too cheaply. Conversely, one could afford to 

give reason its due when its subordination to revelation 

had been secured. Like the dialogues "adversus Judaeos,” 

apologetics against classicism became more and more a 

function of churchly theology and continued to be this in 

most of the great systems in the history of Christian 

thought until the Enlightenment, when Christian doctrine 

found itself on the defensive again and was obliged to 

reconsider the meaning of its earlier victory in the dis¬ 

pute with classical thought. Then it was that the apologetic 

approach of works such as Origen’s once more com¬ 

mended itself to the attention of theologians. 

The victory of Christian apologetics was celebrated and 

documented in two ways, represented by Eusebius and 
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by Augustine. Eusebius, to whose learning and industry 

later centuries are indebted for much of what has been 

preserved about the early history of Christian apologetics, 

devoted a large part of his immense literary output to a 

defense of Christianity. His treatise in two parts, 

Praeparatio evangelica and Demonstratio evangelica, has 

been called "with all its faults . . . probably the most 

important apologetic work of the early church. In it 

he summarized and elaborated most of the arguments we 

have been detailing here, but he also set his own work 

apart from that of his predecessors by criticizing their 

preoccupation with "dialectical arguments [Adyoi] at 

the expense of "historical facts [Zpya].” To redress this 

balance, Eusebius composed historical works, first a 

Chronicle and then his Ecclesiastical History, both of 

which attempted to prove, by historical facts rather than 

merely by dialectical arguments, that Christianity and 

Christ possessed great antiquity and that the history of 

Christianity was a universal history. This he did in re¬ 

sponse to the repeated pagan charge that the Christian 

message was too recent and too provincial to merit serious 

consideration. He cast his apologetic in the form of a 

historical account and thereby laid the foundations for 

ecclesiastical history. As he was writing the Ecclesiastical 

History, the political need for Christian apologetics was 

removed with the conversion of Constantine; he never¬ 

theless continued to provide the materials for the apologia 

to the intellectuals, which remained necessary longer than 

the apologia to the empire. 

It was the lag between these two kinds of apologia 

f that provided the occasion for the definitive exposition 

of the Christian case against classical thought, the City of 

God of Augustine. This work was an "endeavor to reply 

to those who attribute the wars by which the world is be¬ 

ing devastated, and especially the recent sack of Rome 

by the barbarians, to the religion of Christ." The City of 

God repeated many of the arguments against paganism 

and for Christianity that had become commonplaces of 

the apologetic literature, but it organized them into an 

interpretation of world history in which the eternal pur¬ 

pose of God was borne by the city of God. Some earlier 

apologists had argued that, far from being the threat to 

Rome which its opponents called it, Christianity was ac- 
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tually the support of righteous governments. This argu¬ 

ment Augustine took up into his schematization of world 

history as a conflict between the spiritual descendants of 

Abel and those of Cain, claiming that the collapse of the 

Roman ideal was due to the failure of the empire 

to recognize the true source of its strength. Both 

in the history of his chosen people and in the lives of 

"holy pagans” God had made his city known among men. 

Its ultimate destiny was that of the heavenly Jerusalem, 

which, in Augustine’s description at the conclusion of the 

City of God, united and transformed many of the themes 

of early Christian apocalypticism. Like Eusebius, Au¬ 

gustine translated apologetics into history; but the history 

was not merely the account of the succession of the church 

from the apostles, but the whole way of divine 

providence. v 

The subsequent influence of the Ecclesiastical History 

and the City of God helped to assure the arguments of 

the apologists a permanent place in the development of 

Christian doctrine, in addition to an important role in 

other areas of Christian thought and practice. Christian 

theologians viewed classical thought, at least until the 

Renaissance, as the apologists of the early church had 

taught them to view it. 

The Triumph of Theology 

The closing of the philosophical school at Athens by 

the emperor Justinian in 529 is usually interpreted as the 

victory of Christian theology over classical thought. Ac¬ 

cording to Gibbon, this was a time when Christian 

theologians had "superseded the exercise of reason, re¬ 

solved every question by an article of faith, and con¬ 

demned the infidel or sceptic to eternal flames. In many 

a volume of laborious controversy they exposed the 

weakness of the understanding and the corruption of the 

heart, insulted human nature in the sages of antiquity, 

and proscribed the spirit of philosophical inquiry, so 

repugnant to the doctrine, or at least to the temper, of an 

humble believer." 

The closing of the Athenian academy was more the act 

of a coroner than an executioner. The establishment of 

the imperial University of Constantinople by Theodosius 

II, or perhaps by Constantine himself, had already trans- 
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ferred the center of Greek learning from Athens to the 

new capital of the Hellenic world, and so the pagan 

school in Athens "had already outlived its purpose and 

"was no longer of great import in a Christian empire." 

The pagan professors emigrated from Athens to Persia 

but eventually returned to the empire, having obtained a 

promise of safe-conduct from Justinian. Teachers of 

philosophy, then, were regarded as both unwanted and 

harmless. From that interpretation it would be an easy 

step, though a wrong one, to conclude that theology had 

eliminated philosophy from the attention of thoughtful 

men: "Philosophy branched off from theology. It became 

its handmaid and its rival. It postulated doctrines instead 

of investigating them. It had to show their reasonable¬ 

ness or to find reasons for them. A.nd for ages afterwards 

philosophy was dead." 

It is true that the formal study of Greek philosophy 

declined with the rise to authority of orthodox Christian 

theology. Of the writings of Aristotle it seems that only 

his Categories and On Interpretation had been translated 

into Latin by the close of our period; not even the 

rest of the treatises belonging to the Organon, much less 

the ethical and metaphysical writings, were put into a 

form that would have made them accessible to Western 

theologians. Boethius, the translator of these treatises, 

had intended to render all of Aristotle and Plato into 

Latin, and thereby "to bring them into harmony and to 

demonstrate that they do not disagree on everything, as 

many maintain, but are in the greatest possible agreement 

on many things that pertain to philosophy." But the two 

logical treatises were all that he completed, or at any 

rate all that was preserved, and apparently were all of 

Aristotle that was known to the Christian West until the 

early part of the twelfth century. Only then did Western 

thinkers turn once more to a concerted study of classical 

philosophical systems, and that primarily as a result of 

external provocation as well as internal theological neces¬ 

sity. It was as theologians that they studied Aristotle. It 

seems as though philosophy and matters philosophical 

disappeared from the attention of Christian thinkers for 

half a millennium or more. 

Yet this same Boethius, whose translation of Aristotle 

delineates the end of classical thought as much as does 

the nearly contemporary closing of the school at Athens, 
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was also the author of a book which seriously qualifies 

any such interpretation of the triumph of theology. His 

Consolation of Philosophy, "the noblest literary work of 

Norden (1898) 2:585 the final period of antiquity/’ played a unique role in the 

history of medieval literature and devotion. Manuscripts 

of the work are widely distributed among the libraries of 

Europe; it was translated by King Alfred, by Chaucer, 

and perhaps by Queen Elizabeth I; and it provided com¬ 

fort to Dante Alighieri in his bereavement over the death 

of Beatrice. Languishing in prison for treason and pre¬ 

sumably for his fidelity to trinitarian orthodoxy in defiance 

of an Arian emperor, Boethius turned his hand to an old 

genre of classical literature, the consolatory discourse or 

"consolatio," which had been adapted from Greek models 

by Cicero. Boethius seems to have been the first Christian 

theologian to employ the "consolatio," but the result was a 

form of consolation which pictured the operation of the 

divine in the affairs of men without any unmistakable 

reference to the Christian doctrine of God, either Arian 

or Nicene. The basic theme of the book was a defense 

of free will and of the goodness of divine providence, 

under whose sovereignty fate was permitted to function. 

In a dialogue with philosophy personified, Boethius ex¬ 

pounded his doctrine of God as "the constant foreknow¬ 

ing overseer . . . [whose] sight moves in harmony with 

the future nature of our actions as it dispenses rewards 
Boeth.00^.5.6.45 (CCSL „ 
94:105) to the good and punishments to the bad. 

Is this doctrine of God proof that "although doubtless 

a professing Christian," Boethius had sentiments which 

H.Taylor (1938) 1:89 "were those of pagan philosophy” ? Or is it more accurate 

to maintain that "the picture of God drawn there is so 

warm and authentic in a Christian sense that even if there 

were no decisive external proof available for the Christian 

confession of the last of the Romans, one would be 

Grabmann (1957) 1:163 justified in regarding Boethius as a Christian thinker"? 

On the basis of content alone, there seems reason to doubt 

the traditional account that the Consolation was written 

by a Christian theologian. It seems plausible to conclude 

that the author of the Consolation could not have been 

the Boethius to whom five treatises on Christian doctrine, 

including a polemic against Nestorius and Eutyches and 

an influential exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity, 

were attributed. But closer examination of the thought 

and the language of the Boethian corpus shows that both 
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the Consolation and at least four of the theological 

treatises came from the same man. This would suggest 

that in the Consolation Boethius was pressing reason to 

the very boundaries of faith, and that this apologetic aim 

"explains why there is not a trace of anything specifically 

Christian or Biblical in the entire work." But this does 

not explain why at least one orthodox theologian, in the 

hour of utmost need, found solace more in philosophical 

contemplation based on natural reason than in the Chris¬ 

tian revelation to which his theological works pointed. 

In many ways, Boethius’s Consolation of Philosophy 

only dramatizes a more general problem. The victory of 

orthodox Christian doctrine over classical thought was to 

some extent a Pyrrhic victory, for the theology that 

triumphed over Greek philosophy has continued to be 

shaped ever since by the language and the thought of 

* classical metaphysics. For example, the Fourth Fateran 

Council in 1215 decreed that "in the sacrament of the 

altar . . . the bread is transubstantiated into the body 

[of Christ], and the wine into [his] blood," and the 

Council of Trent declared in 1551 that the use of the 

term "transubstantiation” was "proper and appropriate." 

Most of the theological expositions of the term "tran¬ 

substantiation,” beginning already with those of the thir¬ 

teenth century, have interpreted "substance" on the basis 

of the meaning given to this term by such classical dis¬ 

cussions as that in the fifth book of Aristotle’s Metaphys¬ 

ics; transubstantiation, then, would appear to be tied to 

the acceptance of Aristotelian metaphysics or even of 

Aristotelian physics. 

Yet the application of the term "substance" to the dis¬ 

cussion of the eucharistic presence antedates the redis¬ 

covery of Aristotle. In the ninth century, Ratramnus spoke 

36) of "substances visible but invisible," and his opponent 

Radbertus declared that "out of the substance of bread 

and wine the same body and blood of Christ is mystically 

consecrated.” Even "transubstantiation" was used during 

the twelfth century in a nontechnical sense. Such evidence 

lends credence to the argument that the doctrine of tran¬ 

substantiation, as codified by the decrees of the Fourth 

Fateran and Tridentine councils, did not canonize Aris¬ 

totelian philosophy as indispensable to Christian doctrine. 

But whether it did so or not in principle, it has certainly 

done so in effect; as natural law has come to be equated 
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with a particular ecclesiastical formulation of what ought 

to be natural, so substance has come to be defined as a 

particular philosophical theology has defined it. 

Transubstantiation is an individual instance of what 

has been called the problem of "the hellenization of 

Christianity.” The charge that one’s theological opponent 

has subordinated the truth of divine revelation to the 

philosophy of the Greeks is a common one in the history 

of theological polemics. The Little Labyrinth, probably 

written by Hippolytus, attacked the adoptionism of 

Theodotus and Artemon because, among other errors, 

these heretics had 'deserted the Holy Scriptures of God” 
ap.Eus.//.<?.5.28.13-14 (GCS . J . 
9:504) and given themselves to a study of Euclid and Aristotle; 

and Nestorius accused his opponents in the fifth-century 

christological controversies of being "led astray by the 
Nest.£/7.C7r.2.7 (ACO .. r ° ' / 
1-1-1:31) mentality of the Greeks.” The accusation recurred in the 

attacks of the Reformers on medieval scholasticism, but 

it was in modern times that the idea of dogma as the 

hellenization of Christianity became a widely circulated 

explanation of the development of early Christian doc¬ 

trine. Taken as it stands, "hellenization” is too simplistic 

and unqualified a term for the process that issued in ortho¬ 

dox Christian doctrine. Nevertheless, it is true that in its 

language and sometimes in its ideas orthodox Christian 

doctrine still bears the marks of its struggle to under¬ 

stand and overcome pagan thought, so that what later 

generations of the church (including those generations 

that were themselves ignorant of antiquity) inherited in 

the dogma of the church included more than a little of 

Greek philosophy as well. Victory over classical thought 

there assuredly was, but a victory for which some Chris¬ 

tian theologians were willing to pay a rather high price. 

How high a price is evident from the writings of the 

apologists. Even when the reader makes due allowance for 

the task of the apologists as the interpreters of the church 

to the Gentile world—and due allowance would mean 

more allowance than many historians of doctrine have 

been willing to make—the fact remains that "their atti¬ 

tude toward ancient culture is contradictory. On the 

one hand, the zeal of battle prompts them to look for 

contrasts and to accentuate them sharply, purposely to 

bring out the shadows, to create a dark background for the 

bright beam of Christianity, and not to be ashamed of 

using evil means for that end. On the other hand, the 
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deepest contrasts are often concealed and veiled from 

them, because they have already taken up the gospel into 

the conceptual forms and ideas of the time and have 

blended it with them. They claim to be fighting for the 

new faith against the old world; in fact, they are partly 

continuing the battle of intellectual currents which were 

already at war in the ancient world, only adding to them 

some new issues and weapons.” In various ways they 

joined to assert the thesis that Christ had come as the 

revealer of true philosophy, ancient and yet new, as the 

correction and also the fulfillment of what the philosoph¬ 

ical mind had already grasped. 

That thesis received its most authoritative exposition 

in the apologetics of Clement of Alexandria. Like other 

apologists, Clement has been represented as a thorough¬ 

going hellenizer, who trimmed the Christian faith to suit 

• the presuppositions of an alien philosophy, because "the 

tradition of the church [was] a foreign thing to him 

both in its totality and in every detail.” Hence his writ¬ 

ings have been interpreted as primarily or even exclusively 

apologetic in intent. But the dominant theme of his 

authorship was clearly "the problem of training the 

immature wisely” in Christian doctrine and even more 

in the Christian life, as was explicit in the Tutor and 

implicit throughout the Miscellanies. But in the Exhorta¬ 

tion to the Greeks Clement addressed an appeal to his 

philosophical colleagues to complete their world view 

by accepting Christ. What they had already grasped of 

the ultimate nature of reality he called a slender spark, 

capable of being fanned into flame, a trace of wisdom, 

and an impulse from God. He chided them for being 

satisfied with a religious outlook that pictured deity as 

their religions did, while their philosophical outlook had 

far transcended these crude pictures. Their representa¬ 

tions of Zeus were "an image of an image,” but the true 

image of God was in the Logos; therefore the authentic 

"image of the image” was the human mind itself, not the 

crude statues whose inadequacy their philosophers had 

taught them to recognize. He portrayed in glowing terms 

the intellectual and moral superiority of the Christian 

way to anything that even the noblest paganism had been 

able to discover. For "that which the chief of philosophy 

only guessed at, the disciples of Christ have both appre¬ 

hended and proclaimed.” Therefore he appealed to them, 
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blending Scripture and Homer: "Philosophy is a long- 

lived exhortation, wooing the eternal love of wisdom, 

while the commandment of the Lord is far-shining, 'en¬ 

lightening the eyes.’ Receive Christ, receive sight, receive 

your light, 'in order that you may know well both God 

and man.’ ’’ Clement did not feel obliged to refute the 

charges of immorality and irrationality still being directed 

against Christian life and doctrine. He wrote as an 

evangelist among the Greeks. 

The importance of philosophy for his doctrine is not 

to be sought primarily in his complimentary remarks 

about the persons or even about the ideas of the philos¬ 

ophers, especially about Socrates and Plato, but rather 

in the influence of Middle Platonism upon his thinking 

about such crucial Christian doctrines as the nature of 

man and the person of Christ. Man he pictured as a dual 

being like the centaur of classical myth, made up of 

body and soul; it was the lifelong task of the Christian 

"philosopher gnostic” to cultivate the liberation of the 

soul from the chains of the body, in preparation for the 

ultimate liberation, which was death. This conception 

appeared even in Clement’s profoundest statements of 

the Christian doctrine of man as creature and sinner, and 

was reflected in his accommodations to the Platonic doc¬ 

trine of the preexistence of the soul. A similar ambiva¬ 

lence was evident in his christology. He repeatedly 

affirmed the historicity of the incarnation and the reality 

of the flesh of Jesus; but because his definition of what 

constituted true humanity labored under the handicaps 

just described, his christological statements frequently 

came to formulations that sound docetic. It seems evident 

that Clement was not in fact a docetist, but he did blur 

the distinction between the Logos and the soul in a way 

that could lead in that direction. Not the history of the 

life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ, but the divine 

Logos who appeared in that history was the motif of 

Clement’s christology. He seems to have spoken with 

greater ease about the mode of existence peculiar to the 

resurrected Lord than about the mode manifest in his 

sufferings. One reason for this lay in Clement’s concept 

of the resurrection itself, whether Christ’s or the Chris¬ 

tian’s. The Middle Platonic view of the immortal soul 

sometimes seemed for Clement to be equated with resur¬ 

rection, despite other indications that he did not consider 
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the soul to be naturally immortal. This was no simple 

hellenization of the gospel, as his polemics against 

Gnosticism for just such hellenization made clear; but 

it was less of a victory of Christian doctrine over Greek 

thoughCthan it appeared to be. 

Origemitoo, has been represented as a consistent hel- 

lerfffer; one of his pagan contemporaries said of him that 

"while his manner of life was Christian and contrary to 

the law, he played the Greek, and introduced Greek 

ideas into foreign fables." From a study of Origen’s 

massive works on the Bible it is evident that he relied 

far less than did Clement on the notion of secret tradition 

and that he was even more intent than Clement on keep¬ 

ing his speculations within the confines of tradition. 

Therefore the tension between biblical and philosophical 

doctrine was, if anything, even more acute in Origen than 

in Clement. An apt illustration of the tension is Origem’s 

doctrine of the resurrection, to which he devoted two 

hooks and two dialogues (all of them lost, except for 

fragments). The doctrine of a literal resurrection of the 

physical body was one that was "preached in the 

churches . . . for the simpleminded and for the ears of the 

common crowd who are led on to live better lives by their 

belief." But Origen regarded this literal doctrine as an 

qllegoryyfor the teaching that "in the body there lies a 

certain principle which is not corrupted from which the 

body is raised in corruption"—not the same body that 

died, but a body appropriate to theliew and^immortal life. 

Origen was quite willing to acknowledge, meanwhile, 

that he shared the doctrine of the immortality of the soul 

with pagan philosophers. He also taught "that the life of 

the soul did not begin when the soul was joined to the 

body" but that the soul had preexisted and had fallen in 

that earlier state. To another Christian of the third cen¬ 

tury, this was "the trifling of some who shamelessly do 

violence to Scripture, in order that their opinion, that the 

resurection is without flesh, may find support; supposing 

rational bones and flesh, and in different ways changing 

it backwards and forwards by allegorizing." The pagan 

philosopher failed to grasp what Origin believed to be 

the true meaning of the Christian doctrine of the resur¬ 

rection, while the Christian literalist regarded that mean¬ 

ing as a betrayal of the biblical message to Platonic 
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spiritualism. Eliminating either pole of Origen’s thought 

from his system would make him more consistent; but it 

would be an oversimplification and a distortion of his 

thought, for biblical doctrine and philosophical specula¬ 

tion are both essential components of his theology. 

Biblical doctrine and philosophical speculation were 

also intermingled in the theology of Tertullian, though in 

different proportions. His question, "What has Athens to 

do with Jerusalem?’’ and the resoundingly negative 

answer he repeatedly provided to that question have 

sometimes obscured the philosophical elements in his 

thought. The very issues whose significance we have 

examined in Origen, the resurrection and the soul, il¬ 

lustrate Tertullian’s aversion to philosophy and his de¬ 

pendence upon it. His treatise on the resurrection 

acknowledged a degree of affinity between Christian 

doctrine and the teachings of some philosophers, but 

proceeded to expound various biblical passages about the 

flesh in antithesis to the philosophers and the heretics; 

he gave special attention to i Corinthians 15. The treatise 

on the soul opened with a similar attack on philosophical 

doctrines, specifically on the doctrine of the soul in Plato, 

whom he later called "the caterer to all these heretics.” 

Once more he had to acknowledge parallels between bib¬ 

lical truth and philosophical teaching, but he was intent 

upon "freeing, on the one hand, the sentiments held by us 

in common with them from the arguments of the philos¬ 

ophers, and of separating, on the other hand, the argu¬ 

ments which both parties employ from the opinions of 

the same philosophers.” 

In theory Tertullian owed loyalty only to the Bible and 

to the "most frequent admonitions” of the Montanist 

Paraclete; "what we are ourselves, that also the Scriptures 

are (and have been) from the beginning.” But it was by 

no means obvious what the Scriptures and the tradition 

of the church (or even the Paraclete) taught about the 

origin and nature of the human soul. Therefore he felt 

obliged to 'call on the Stoics also to help me, who, while 

declaring almost in our own terms that the soul is a 

spiritual essence (inasmuch as breath and spirit are in 

their nature very near akin to each other), will yet have 

no difficulty in persuading [us] that the soul is a 

corporeal substance.” By the time Tertullian had finished Tett.Anim.5.2 {CCSL 2 -.786) 
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vindicating the biblical doctrine of the soul against the 

philosophers, he had invoked not only the Stoics, but 

Aristotle (whom he does not seem to have cited anywhere 

else) and other philosophical sources ranging from the 

pre-Socratics Heraclitus and Democritus to the philosoph¬ 

ical scholar of the Augustan age, Arius Didymus. For his 

doctrine of the resurrection and of the simultaneous 

origin of soul and body, Tertullian could not avoid quot¬ 

ing the very philosophy against whose pretensions he 

had spoken so violently. Thus while Origen may be 

said to illustrate the modification of philosophical con¬ 

cepts by continuing exposure to biblical motifs, Tertullian 

may be said to illustrate the continuing and unavoidable, 

if not always acknowledged or even conscious, influence 

of philosophical ideas on Christian doctrine. Each shows 

that there was indeed a victory of theology over classical 

• philosophy, but also that the victory was by no means as 

one-sided as the spokesmen for Christian doctrine claimed 

it was. 

Lest the examples of Origen and Tertullian be dis¬ 

missed as unrepresentative on the grounds that both 

have been condemned as heretics, the unimpeachable doc¬ 

trinal rectitude of a Gregory of Nyssa may be taken as 

evidence for the thesis that the tension between biblical 

and philosophical doctrine continued to characterize the 

orthodox theology of the catholic tradition. Even if it 

is not accurate to maintain that his doctrine of the Trinity 

was rescued from tritheism by a Middle Platonic con¬ 

cept of essence, his view of the doctrines we have exam¬ 

ined in Clement, Origen, and Tertullian, the doctrines of 

the soul and of the resurrection, reinforces the thesis, as 

the very title of his treatise, On the Soul and the Resur¬ 

rection, suggests. It, too, insisted that "while [pagan 

philosophy] proceeded, on the subject of the soul, as far 

in the direction of supposed implications as the thinker 

pleased, we are not entitled to such license, namely, of 

affirming whatever we please. For we make Sacred Scrip¬ 

ture the rule and the norm of every doctrine. Upon that 

we are obliged to fix our eyes, and we approve only 

whatever can be brought into harmony with the intent 

of these writings.” Yet Gregory, like his mentor Origen, 

could not altogether escape the dominance of Platonic 

philosophy; in form and even in content, his treatise 
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on the soul repeatedly betrayed its ancestry in the 

Phaedo, just as his mystical theology documented both his 

involvement in and his transcendence of Platonic thought. 

Two Christian doctrines are perhaps the most reliable 

indications of the continuing hold of Greek philosophy 

on Christian theology: the doctrine of the immortality of 

the soul and the doctrine of the absoluteness of God— 

"God and the soul, that is what I desire to know, nothing 

more,” in Augustine’s familiar formula. The idea of 

the immortal and rational soul is part of the Greek in¬ 

heritance in Christian doctrine; Thomas Aquinas and 

Philip Melanchthon are only two of the many theologians 

to compose treatises with the title On the Soul whose 

content was determined more by philosophical than by 

biblical language about the soul. 

Indeed, the idea of the immortality of the soul came 

eventually to be identified with the biblical doctrine of 

the resurrection of the body, a doctrine one of whose 

original polemical targets was the immortality of the 

soul. The pagan or heretical equation of the soul with 

life and the claim of natural immortality apart from the 

action of God the Creator were rejected by Christian 

thinkers on the grounds that "the soul itself is not life, 

but participates in the life conferred upon it by God,” 

by whose will alone the soul received the capacity to 

endure eternally. Therefore "the soul participates in life 

because God wills it to live; thus it will not even have 

such participation when God no longer wills it to live.” 

Tatian’s statement that "in itself the soul is not immortal, 

but mortal” was based on his assumptions concerning 

the relation between time and eternity and between body, 

soul, and spirit. Yet it did give voice to the insistence on 

the doctrine of the resurrection in opposition to natural 

immortality. 

The basis for this insistence was the Christian doctrine 

of creation. Because only God was without beginning 

and everything else had been "brought into existence by 

the Framer of all things above, on this account we believe 

that there will be a resurrection of bodies after the con¬ 

summation of all things.” Athenagoras argued at length 

that the confession of God as the Creator required a doc¬ 

trine of resurrection as the completion of the divine pur¬ 

pose, and that "the reason for [man’s] coming to be 
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guarantees his resurrection, for without this he would not 

be permanent as man.” But the argumentation of 

Athenagoras, in contrast with that of Tatian, is already 

an indication of the synthesis between immortality and 

resurrection that was to be the orthodox doctrine. Origen’s 

speculations about the preexistence of souls and their 

eventual salvation were condemned formally in the sixth 

century, but had been repudiated by most theologians all 

along. The doctrine of creation was defended by being 

distinguished from the doctrine of the fall of man: human 

sin and mortality were not due to some prehistoric fall 

of the soul and its subsequent incarceration in the body, 

but to man’s first disobedience. Once the doctrine of the 

immortality of the soul was separated from the notion 

of the preexistence of the soul, it could be harmonized 

with the doctrine of the resurrection. The treatise of 

Ambrose on the resurrection voiced the standard view 

when it argued that the doctrine of immortality was in¬ 

complete without the doctrine of resurrection; resurrec¬ 

tion meant the conferral upon the body of that deathless 

life which the soul already possessed. What the philos¬ 

ophers taught about the immortality of the soul was not 

incorrect, only incomplete. 

The other Christian doctrine whose development was 

significantly affected by the continuing dominance of 

Greek thought was the doctrine of God. Implicit in the 

biblical view of God as the Creator was the affirmation 

of his sovereign independence: God was not dependent 

on his creatures as they were on him. But in their asser¬ 

tion of the freedom of God, the prophets emphasized 

at the same time his involvement with the covenant people 

in love and wrath. Therefore the Old Testament doctrine 

of the sovereign freedom of God could not be synonymous 

with the philosophical doctrine of divine impassibility 

(airaOeia), which meant first of all that God was free 

of the changes and sufferings that characterize human life 

and feeling, although derivatively it could also mean 

impassivity—that God was indifferent to the changes and 

sufferings of man. It is significant that Christian theolo¬ 

gians customarily set down the doctrine of the impassibil¬ 

ity of God as an axiom, without bothering to provide 

very much biblical support or theological proof. The tra¬ 

ditional argumentation is well summarized in a brief 

treatise, On the Impassibility and Passibility of God, by 
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Gregory the Wonder-Worker, which has been preserved 

only in Syriac. Even Tertullian, for all his hostility to 

metaphysics, argued this way against Praxeas. For Atha¬ 

nasius it was "an admitted truth about God that he 

stands in need of nothing, but is self-sufficient and filled 

with himself," as it was "a principle of natural philosophy 

that that which is single and complete is superior to those 

things which are diverse." Didymus the Blind took it 

for granted that the Holy Spirit, as God, had to be "im¬ 

passible, indivisible, and immutable." According to 

Theodore of Mopsuestia, "it is well known . . . that 

the gulf between [the Eternal One and a temporal one] 

is unbridgeable”; and again, "it is known that variety 

belongs to creatures and simplicity to the divine nature." 

Cyril of Alexandria dismissed as "madness" any sug¬ 

gestion that the Logos, as God, could be transformed. 

Apollinaris summarized the position of Christian theolo¬ 

gians, regardless of party, when he declared: "Anyone 

who introduces passion into the [divine] power is athe¬ 

istic." For Gregory of Nyssa the very suggestion that God 

could be passible was too absurd to merit serious consider¬ 

ation and too blasphemous to bear Christian repetition. 

Whether theologians found Platonic speculation com¬ 

patible with the gospel or incompatible with it, they were 

agreed that the Christian understanding of the relation 

between Creator and creature required "the concept of 

an entirely static God, with eminent reality, in relation to 

an entirely fluent world, with deficient reality"—a con¬ 

cept that came into Christian doctrine from Greek 

philosophy. 

Nevertheless, any such concept had to be squared with 

the assertions of both the Old and the New Testament 

that God was wrathful against sin, as well as with the 

confession that Christ the crucified was divine. Some 

Christian theologians went so far as simply to identify 

the Christian doctrine of God with the philosophical 

rejection of anthropomorphism; Arnobius argued that 

God (the gods) had to be "immune to every disturbance 

and every perturbation," with no "agitation of spirit" or 

wrath. Others did not go to this extreme, but maintained 

that the philosophical doctrine of impassibility was not 

incompatible with the biblical language about the wrath of 

God; Justin referred to God as impassible, but also spoke 

"again and again of God in the most personal language." 
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Still others seem to have been constrained at least partly 

by their polemical stance to think through the relation 

between wrath and transcendence with more awareness 

of its subtlety; Tertullian contended against Praxeas for 

the impassibility of God, but Marcion’s separation of the 

God of love from the God of wrath evoked from him the 

distinction that "God may be wrathful, but he is not 

irritated.” The doctrine of the absoluteness and impas¬ 

sibility of God came to form one of the presuppositions 

of the trinitarian and christological issues; and the doc¬ 

trine of the atonement in Anselm of Canterbury was based 

on the axiom "that the divine nature is impassible, and 

that it can in no sense be brought down from its loftiness 

or toil in what it wills to do.” 

Although the axiom of the impassibility of God did not 

require conventional biblical proof, one passage from 

the Old Testament served as the proof text for Christian 

discussions of ontology: "I am who I am”—the word 

from the burning bush. To Clement of Alexandria it 

meant that "God is one, and beyond the one and above the 

monad itself”; to Origen, that "all things, whatever 

they are, participate in him who truly is”; to Hilary it 

was "an indication concerning God so exact that it ex¬ 

pressed in the terms best adapted to human understanding 

an unattainable insight into the mystery of the divine 

nature”; to Gregory of Nazianzus it proved that "he who 

is” was the most appropriate designation for God; to 

Theodore of Mopsuestia it was the mark of distinction 

between the Creator and all his creatures; to Philoxenus 

of Mabbug it was the divine way of "expelling the 

tradition of polytheism”; to Augustine it proved that 

"essence” could be used of God with strict propriety, 

while "substance” could not. From these and other 

sources, such as On Divine Names of Dionysius the 

Areopagite, the ontological understanding of the passage 

passed into authoritative summaries of Christian doc¬ 

trine, namely, the Orthodox Faith of John of Damascus 

in the East and the Summa Theologica of Thomas 

Aquinas in the West. It is no exaggeration, therefore, to 

speak of "a metaphysics of Exodus,” with which a church 

father such as Clement of Alexandria sought to harmo¬ 

nize his Christian Platonism. 

Even in the case of the theology of Clement, however, 

it is misleading to speak of hellenization. For, as Henry 
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Chadwick has stated the paradox, "Clement is hellenized 

to the core of his being, yet unreserved in his adhesion 

to the Church." Although theologians quoted Scripture 

in support of ideas originally derived from philos¬ 

ophy, they often modified these ideas on the basis of 

Scripture. The tension between biblical and philosophical 

doctrine is especially visible in those thinkers, such as 

Origen and Augustine, whose preserved writings include 

both apologies addressed to pagans and biblical exposi¬ 

tions addressed to Christians. This tension, in turn, raises 

serious doubt about the validity of a distinction between 

apologetic and kerygmatic theology, whether the distinc¬ 

tion be historically or theologically intended. At most, it 

would appear valid to distinguish between the apologetic 

and the kerygmatic tasks performed by the same theolo¬ 

gians, and in such a distinction to keep the entire pic¬ 

ture in view, with all its tensions. 

It is even more a distortion when the dogma formu¬ 

lated by the catholic tradition is described as "in its 

conception and development a work of the Greek spirit on 

the soil of the gospel." Indeed, in some ways it is more 

accurate to speak of dogma as the "dehellenization" of the 

theology that had preceded it and to argue that "by its 

dogma the church threw up a wall against an alien 

metaphysic." For in the development of both the dogmas 

of the early church, the trinitarian and the christological, 

the chief place to look for hellenization is in the specu¬ 

lations and heresies against which the dogma of the 

creeds and councils was directed. Speculation there con¬ 

tinued to be, even after the dogma had been promulgated. 

The question of the proper function of philosophy in 

the exposition of Christian doctrine remained inescapable 

even for theologians such as Tertullian or Luther, who 

strove to rule it out of court. Christian doctrine also 

proved again and again that it could not live by philos¬ 

ophy alone, but had to turn to the word of God in the 

Old and New Testament. 

The Expectation of the Nations 

The end result of these disputes with Judaism and with 

classical thought was a schematization of the relation 

between Christianity and other religions that assured the 

finality of God’s revelation in Christ while acknowledging 

the partial validity of earlier revelations. "A leader shall 
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not fail from Judah, nor a ruler from his thighs, until 

that which has been laid up for him shall come; and he 

shall be the expectation of the nations.” This prophecy 

from Genesis 49:10 (LXX) became a proof text, sum¬ 

marizing all three points of this schematization, namely, 

the historic mission of Israel, the end of that mission 

with the coming of Jesus, and the place of Jesus as the 

divine answer to the aspirations of all the nations. Justin 

took the prophecy to mean that Judaism had comj 

its vocation and that the Gentiles now looked to Christ 

as the one who was to come again; he maintained that 

the phrase "the expectation of the nations” proved that 

the passage referred to Christ rather than to Judah him¬ 

self. Irenaeus saw in it the prophecy that Christ was to 

be "the hope of the Gentiles,” and Cyprian took it as 

evidence that it would be the Gentiles rather than the 

, Jews who would believe in Christ. With Justin, Hip- 

polytus referred it to the second coming of Christ. 

Origen summed up the meaning of the passage 

for the relation of Christianity to Judaism as well 

as paganism: "The man who reads the prophecy with 

an open mind would be amazed at the way in which, 

after saying that the rulers and leaders of the people 

would come from the tribe of Judah, he also fixes the time 

when the rule itself is to come to an end. . . . The 

Christ of God, for whom are the things which are laid 

up, has come, the ruler of whom the promises of God 

speak. He was obviously the only one among all his 

predecessors and, I would make bold to say, among 

posterity as well who was the expectation of nations.” 

The prophecy became the theme for the statements of the 

Christian interpretation of history, as in Eusebius, Au¬ 

gustine, and Sozomen; and it has been cited to prove the 

finality of Jesus Christ throughout Christian history. 

The finality of Christ was interpreted in various ways, 

but each involved some acknowledgment of the revela¬ 

tions that had gone before. The theme of Clement’s 

Tutor was a definition of virtue as "a will in conformity 

to God and Christ in life, rightly adjusted to life ever¬ 

lasting,” but the very terminology of this definition was 

transposed from Stoicism; and his exposition of the 

Decalogue as a symbol of the name "Jesus” prompted him 

to observe that the Greek philosophers had "caught a 
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spark from the Sacred Scriptures” but had not appre¬ 

hended the full truth. The revelation of the will of God 

in the Decalogue and the investigation of virtue in the 

philosophers had both been granted by God, but they 

now had to yield to him whose way they had prepared, 

the teacher of the good and perfect life. Where the 

apocalyptic vision predominated, the decisiveness of 

Christ was seen as an explicitly chronological finality. 

Tertullian warned his pagan readers of the coming of 

Christ as judge, "which now impends over the world, now 

near its close, in all the majesty of Deity unveiled”; but 

even he had to admit that "in former times the Jews 

enjoyed much of God’s favor” and "special revelations,” 

and that the pagan "philosophers, too, regard the Logos 

... as the Creator of the universe.” The coming of Christ 

was the last and greatest revelation of the will of God, 

but earlier manifestations had to be accorded at least a 

temporary importance. 

When the cross and suffering of Christ were taken as 

the primary content of his uniqueness, even these new 

and unprecedented events were interpreted as the fulfill¬ 

ment of prophecy. For Irenaeus, "Christ is the treasure 

which was hidden in the field, that is, in the world . . . 

but the treasure hidden in the [Old Testament] Scrip¬ 

tures is Christ, since he was pointed out by means of 

types and parables.” But the "types and parables” were 

not merely the words of the prophets, who, as "members 

of Christ... set forth the prophecy” about him; the events 

and persons of the history of Israel performed this func¬ 

tion also, as when "the suffering of the Righteous One 

was prefigured from the beginning in Abel, also described 

by the prophets, but perfected in the last times in the Son 

of God.” Abel was a hero of the Christian faith. Abraham 

was "the chief and the herald [princeps et praenuntiator] 

of our faith,” who "saw in the Spirit the day of the Lord’s 

coming and the dispensation of his suffering”; but with 

that coming and suffering, the mission of Abraham had 

reached its goal, and it was right for his followers to 

"forsake their ship and their father and to follow the 

Logos. Some ancient Christian writers went further. 

Origen, defending Christ against the claim of Celsus 

that Jesus’ message of salvation and moral purity was 

not sufficient to prove his superiority among men . . . 



Praeparatio Evangelica 58 

Or.Cels.2.40-41 (GCS 
2:164-65) 

Hipp.Htfer.10.31.1 (GCS 
26:287) 

Tert.Afrffc.5.20.2 (CCSL 
1:724) 

Harnack (i960) 1:206 

[because he] should not have died,” replied that "if 

[Celsus] considers as evils poverty, and a cross, and the 

conspiracy of wicked men, obviously he would say that 

evil also befell Socrates”; but Socrates "would not have 

been able to prove that he was pure from all evils,” while 

Christ was. A comparison between the suffering of Christ 

and that of Socrates seems to have become a common idea 

in Christian apologetics, which was thus able to find an 

anticipatory parallel in pagan as well as in Jewish litera¬ 

ture for the message of the cross and at the same time to 

demonstrate the superiority of Christ. 

In the apologetics against paganism—although not so 

obviously in that against Judaism—the old age of the 

Christian Scriptures was a testimony to their credibility. 

Against Judaism the apologists consistently maintained 

that the Jews did not understand their own Bible properly 

• because they had not accepted Jesus as the Christ. The 

Christian attitude toward the Jewish Bible was an am¬ 

bivalent one. On the one hand, the Old Testament could 

be regarded as obsolete, now that "he for whom it 

had been laid up” had come; on the other hand, by means 

of a "spiritual interpretation,” it could be claimed for 

the church as Christian Scripture. The radical version 

of the former position seems never to have been taken by 

the majority of Christians. To be sure, Tertullian did 

make the intriguing statement that "today” there were 

more who accepted "our position” that the Old Testament 

was still a part of the Christian Bible than there were of 

those who accepted the heretical position of Marcion that 

the Old Testament had become completely obsolete and 

devoid of authority with the coming of Christ. But even 

Harnack was not prepared to conclude any more from this 

than that "it is not altogether impossible that there was 

a decade during the second century in which the number 

of Christians who rejected the Old Testament was greater 

than the number who accepted it.” Nevertheless, the 

very term "Scripture,” which originally referred exclu¬ 

sively to the Old Testament, came to be applied, both in 

the singular and in the plural, to the entire Christian Bible, 

comprising the sacred writings that Christianity had in¬ 

herited from Judaism as well as the Christian writings 

on the basis of which the Jewish Scriptures were being 

interpreted. This is the valid basis for Harnack’s judg¬ 

ment that the most significant event in the history of the 
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church between 150 and 250 was that Christianity became 
" - . .. ... • * ■ ' •« J 

a religion of the two Testaments. 

"The authority of the Old Testament," as Nathanael 

Bonwetsch observes in his comment on Harnack’s state¬ 

ment, "was the immediate consequence of the services 

which the Old Testament had performed, and was still 

performing, for the church." These services were mani¬ 

fold. To its eighteenth-century author, the theme of 

Christianity as Old as the Creation was primarily the 

congruence between Christianity and natural religion; but 

to the early church, this congruence was between Chris¬ 

tianity and the Old Testament. When Justin, disputing 

with Trypho, referred to the Old Testament as "your 

Scriptures, or rather not yours, but ours," he was voicing 

the almost universal Christian claim that the direct line 

of succession ran from the Old Testament to the church, 

not to the synagogue. Adam, Noah, Abraham—"all these 

... it would be no departure from the truth to style 

as Christians, in point of fact if not in name." A promi¬ 

nent token of this continuity was the worship of the 

church. "None of our authorities give us [clear] informa¬ 

tion on the use of the Psalms and other hymns or chants 

in the primitive church," but we do know from Justin 

that ' the memoirs of the apostles or the writings of the 

prophets" were read in the Sunday service, and the 

eucharistic prayer in the Didache gives thanks "for the 

holy vine of thy son David, which thou madest known 

unto us through thy Son Jesus." Whether or not the 

liturgy of the early church included the actual singing of 

the Psalms, it was certainly replete with allusions to the 

Old Testament in its prayer, reading, and exhortation. 

Yet another service performed by the Old Testament 

was its contribution to the development of the Christian 

conception of the apostolic ministry into a priesthood that- 

stood in continuity with the Levitical priesthood of the 

Old Testament people. Origen, for example, combined 

the apostolic and the priestly definitions of the Christian 

ministry when he said that "the apostles and their suc¬ 

cessors, priests according to the great High Priest . . . 

know from their instruction by the Spirit for what sins, 

when, and how, they must offer sacrifice." Perhaps as 

important as the cultic service rendered by the Old Testa¬ 

ment to the concrete life of the church was the ethical 

service provided by the commandments of the Old 
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Testament, especially by the Decalogue. For despite the 

strictures on the Jewish law that became a stock argu¬ 

ment of anti-Jewish polemics, the Decalogue, as sum¬ 

marized and reinterpreted by the ethical teachings of 

Jesus, was accorded a special place in the church. Irenaeus 

said that "the words of the Decalogue . . . remain in force 

among us!'V'-and even the Gnostic Ptolemy, a follower 

of Valentinus,/distinguished in his Letter to Flora be¬ 

tween the Decalogue and all the rest of the law of Moses, 

seeing the former as fulfilled in Christ and the latter as 

either abolished or spiritualized. It is not clear what role 

the Decalogue played in Christian worship (although 

there is some indication that it was recited at certain 

services) or in Christian education (although certain 

passages in Augustine give the impression that it was 

used as a basis for instruction in ethics); but it is clear 

that the Decalogue was highly valued as a summary of 

the law of God, both natural and revealed. 

In these and other ways, the church took possession 

of the Old Testament—or, at least, of those portions of 

the Old Testament that were susceptible of Christian 

interpretation. Allegoricaland typologicaljsxegesis were 

very important in the ChristianGTsputes with Judaism, 

but the spiritual interpretation of the Old Testament was 

characteristic also of the theological explanation of the 

Old Testament for other Christians. Most of what the 

Christian theologians of the second century and even 

the third century had to say about the inspiration of the 

biblical writers pertained to the Old Testament prophets 

rather than to the authors of the books of the New 

Testament. With Philo, Athenagoras thought that the 

prophets "spoke out what they were in travail with, their 

own reasoning falling into abeyance and the Spirit making 

use of them as a flutist might play upon his flute.” Clement 

of Alexandria called the prophets "the organs of the 

divine voice,” but distinguished between the ecstasy of 

false prophets and the inspiration of authentic prophets, 

which' preserved the individuality of the latter. For 

Origeni, the inspiration of the Old Testament precluded 

imputing unworthy meanings to the text; or, as he argued 

in another passage, "if therefore [all Scripture] is in¬ 

spired by God and is profitable, we ought to believe that 

it is profitable even if we do not recognize the profit.” 

From this Origen drew the conclusion that the profit 

Or.Jos.20.2 (GCS 30:419) 
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of the Old Testament could not be found through a 

literal exegesis, which frequently led to absurd or other¬ 

wise unprofitable meanings. For Scripture was to be in¬ 

terpreted according to three senses, the literal, the moral, 

and the intellectual or spiritual; and the last was the 

perfect and complete meaning. Although the explicit 

discussion of Origen’s hermeneutical theories and of their 

application belongs to the history of interpretation rather 

than to the history of doctrine, the subject does bear 

mention here as part of the process by which the Christian 

doctrine of Scripture developed and as the precondition 

for the development of other doctrines. For, diverge 

though they did in so many other ways, Origen and 

Tertullian agreed that, in the words of Tertullian against 

Marcion, heretics either wrest plain and simple words 

to any sense they choose by their conjectures, or else they 

violently resolve by a literal interpretation words which 

. . . are incapable of a simple solution.” The progressive 

growth of the allegorical interpretation of the Old Testa¬ 

ment was not simply a compensation for the decline 

in the eschatological expectation of the church, but the 

explication of the Christian conviction that "the writ¬ 

ings of Moses are the words of Christ,” and that therefore 

the term words of Christ” did not include "only those 

which he spoke when he became man and tabernacled in 

the flesh, for before that time, Christ, the Logos of God, 

was in Moses and the prophets.” 

On the basis of this conviction it was possible to read 

the Old Testament as a Christian book and to see "the 

words of Christ” not only in such passages as Psalm 22, 

as was explicitly warranted by the New Testament, but 

also in such books as the Song of Songs. The development 

of the doctrine of the Trinity, for example, was decisively 

shaped by the use of Proverbs 8:22-31 (LXX) as a pas¬ 

sage dealing with the relation between the preexistent 

Logos and the Father. And although both the orthodox 

and the Arians read this passage as a "word of Christ,” 

Newman’s generalization is probably an accurate one: "It 

may almost be laid down as an historical fact, that the 

mystical interpretation and orthodoxy will stand or fall 

together.” When the mystical interpretation was sur¬ 

rendered or at least seriously qualified, as by Theodore of 

Mopsuestia, his opponents professed to see a causal con¬ 

nection between his hermeneutics and his christology. 
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The christological exegesis of the Old Testament and the 

dogma of the two natures in Christ supported each other. 

The declaration of i Corinthians 15:3-4, echoed by the 

Nicene Creed, that the death and the resurrection of 

Christ had taken place "in accordance with the Scrip¬ 

tures,” provided the orthodox tradition with justification 

for elaborating the statements of the New Testament by 

additions from the Old. 

A good example was Deuteronomy 28:66 (LXX) : 

"You shall see your life hanging before your eyes,” 

which, frequently in conjunction with Jeremiah 11:19 

and other passages, came very early to be interpreted as a 

reference to those who crucified Christ. The heretics 

who refused to see prophecies of Christ in the Old Testa¬ 

ment claimed that "there is nothing easier than to prove 

that this does not refer to Christ,” but is a threat addressed 

to Israel by Moses. But Irenaeus spoke for the orthodox 

tradition in challenging the heretics to show who but 

Jesus Christ could have been meant by such prophecies as 

this; he and Cyprian linked it with Psalm 22, Isaiah 65:2, 

and other passages which were considered to be standard 

prophecies of the cross. Tertullian’s version predicted the 

cross even more explicitly, saying: "Your life will hang 

on the tree before your eyes,” which he explained on the 

basis of other references to the tree of the cross. Among 

Western writers, Novatian, Lactantius, and Rufinus all 

echoed the traditional usage and connected it with the 

usual passages from the psalms and the prophets. Among 

Eastern thinkers, Athanasius and Cyril of Jerusalem 

quoted the passage from Deuteronomy as evidence of the 

clear language about Christ in the Old Testament. This 

became the standard interpretation of the passage; its 

content and the differences between Jews and Christians 

over its exegesis were seen as proof that the Old Testa¬ 

ment had clearly predicted the coming of Jesus Christ 

but that Judaism had failed to understand the Old Testa¬ 

ment correctly. The prophecies of the Old Testament 

were fulfilled, the religion of the Old Testament was 

replaced. 

The attitude of the church fathers toward classical 

thought contained a somewhat analogous judgment of its 

historic role. "Whatever things were rightly said among 

all men,” wrote Justin, "are the property of us Chris¬ 

tians.” Christianity laid claim to all that was good and 

noble in the tradition of classical thought, for this had 
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been inspired by the seminal Logos, who became flesh in 

Jesus Christ. This meant that not only Moses but Socrates 

had been both fulfilled and superseded by the coming of 

Jesus. Some ancient Christian writers were willing to con¬ 

cede a great deal to the preparatory work of the seminal 

Logos among the Greeks; others were less generous. 

None went so far as to designate the history of Greek 

thought a second Old Testament, although in some of his 

formulations Clement of Alexandria approached such a 

designation: "Before the advent of the Lord, philosophy 

was necessary to the Greeks for righteousness. . . . For 

God is the cause of all good things; but of some primarily, 

as of the Old and the New Testament; and of others 

by consequence, as of philosophy. Perhaps, too, phi¬ 

losophy was given to the Greeks directly and primar¬ 

ily, till the Lord should call the Greeks. For this was a 

schoolmaster to bring the Greek mind to Christ, as the 

law brought the Hebrews. Philosophy, therefore, was a 

preparation, paving the way for him who is perfected in 

Christ." Here the statement of Paul in Galatians 3:24 

became a justification for a positive evaluation of the place 

of Greek philosophy in the history of salvation, or at 

least in the history of revelation. But in other passages 

Clement maintained that the Greeks, unlike the Jews, had 

no "schoolmaster” to teach them the will of God. 

Even this concession to philosophy, however, was 

aimed at proving that classical thought had represented 

only a preparatory apprehension of divine truth. In Chris¬ 

tian practice, classical thought continued to perform such 

a preparatory function. For example, Cicero’s Hortensius 

"turned my [Augustine’s] prayers toward thee, O Lord, 

and gave me new hope and new desires." Justin had been 

prepared for Christian revelation by the study of Stoicism, 

then of Aristotelianism, then of Pythagoreanism, and 

finally of Platonism. None had satisfied his search for 

truth, but each had led him progressively closer to those 

teachers who were ' more ancient than all those who have 

the reputation of being philosophers," the Old Testa¬ 

ment prophets. Various apologists seized upon various 

bits of evidence for the anticipation of revealed truth in 

the writings of the classical tradition—now in Socrates, 

now in Cicero, now in other thinkers and writers. Two 

of the most important sources of such evidence were 

Vergil’s Fourth Eclogue and the Sybilline Oracles. 

Although the apologetic interest in Vergil seems to 
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have been drawn first to the Aeneid, it came to concen¬ 

trate on the fourth of his Eclogues. This ' messianic ec¬ 

logue,” written in 41 or 40 R.C., prophesied a golden age, 

the culmination of the centuries, in which a virgin would 

return and a new offspring, bearing a divine life, would 

descend from heaven to earth to rule a world transformed 

by his father’s virtues. Augustine believed that these words 

really referred to Christ, even though "poetically” since 

the poet had actually spoken them of someone else. Jerome 

was not willing to "call the Christless Maro a Christian” 

on the basis of these lines; but the Oration of Constantine 

went much further than Augustine in claiming that Ver¬ 

gil intentionally made his language obscure to avoid per¬ 

secution, but that he "was acquainted with that blessed 

mystery which gave to our Lord the name of Savior/ 

With these credentials Vergil became the beloved poet 

even of Christians who were hostile to classical literature. 

The medieval West multiplied legends of Vergil’s super¬ 

natural knowledge and exploits, and it was both for his 

style and for his content that Dante was able to celebrate 

Vergil as "my master and my author.” Whether Vergil’s 

imagery owed its origins to Hebrew messianism or not, 

it was "the expression of . . . the profound longing for 

peace, the unvoiced yearning for a world governed by the 

goodness of God rather than the conflicting desires of 

men. ... It was this longing that prepared the way for 

the expansion of Christianity,” and at least in this sense 

the Fourth Eclogue was "messianic.” But to some apolo¬ 

gists for Christianity its messianism was considerably 

more explicit. 

Vergil’s authority was enhanced by his reference to 

Cuma in the Fourth Eclogue, a reference which Christian 

writers connected with the Cumaean Sibyl also men¬ 

tioned in the Aeneid. "There is no possession of the 

Romans, sacred or profane, which they guard so care¬ 

fully as they do the Sibylline Oracles’’ wrote Dionysius 

of Halicarnassus; and a modern historian has observed 

that "the study of the outward and inward effects of the 

Sibylline books is . . . the real history of religion in the 

first half of the [Roman] republic.” Various interpo¬ 

lations had crept into the Sibylline books already under 

Roman auspices, but it was especially from Jewish and 

then from Christian sources that such interpolations came. 

Josephus cited the authority of the books to substantiate 
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his apologetic case for Judaism, and Eusebius drew upon 

Josephus. Several Christian apologists followed his lead, 

to the point that Celsus ridiculed Christians as "Sibyllists.” 

Justin cited the Sibyl in support of the Christian doctrine 

"that there is to be a dissolution by God of things cor¬ 

ruptible." Theophilus lumped the Sibyl with the Hebrew 

prophets among the "men of God who were borne along 

by the Spirit and became prophets, being inspired and 

made wise by God"; the Sibyl "was a prophetess among 

the Greeks and the other nations," who had prophesied 

the eventual conflagration of the world. He quoted from 

the Sibylline Oracles more extensively than did most other 

Christian writers and may have been the source for some 

oracles. Clement of Alexandria found the Sibyl "in re¬ 

markable accordance with inspiration" but did not accept 

her oracles uncritically. Lactantius found proof not only, 

as other fathers had, for Christian eschatology, but for 

monotheism, for the doctrine of creation, and even, by 

combining the oracles with Proverbs 8:22-31, for the 

doctrine that God had a Son; Augustine based his use of 

the Sibyl at least partly on Lactantius. Other apologists, 

too, made use of the Sibyl to corroborate Christian teach¬ 

ing. It was an epitome of this apologetic use when the 

medieval hymn, Dies irae, prophesied the coming of the 

day of wrath on the basis of the dual authority of "David 

and the Sibyl"—a conflation which more timid Christians 

vainly tried to modify. Sometimes the references to the 

Sibyl were combined with citations of "Hystapes," a 

syncretistic work published under the name of the Persian 

magus, which provided additional evidence for the claim 

that pre-Christian paganism had not been devoid of ex¬ 

pectations of that which had come in Jesus Christ. 

This interpretation of the relation between natural and 

revealed religion found support in many areas of the life 

of the church, as did the interpretation of the relation 

between Christianity and Judaism discussed earlier. The 

missionary practice of the church was constrained to rec¬ 

ognize from the outset that "God shows no partiality, but 

in every nation any one who fears him and does what is 

right is acceptable to him," and that therefore the Greek 

did not have to become a Jew en route to the gospel. From 

this premise it appeared to follow that Christian mission¬ 

aries should affirm whatever could be affirmed of the re¬ 

ligion prevailing in the nations to which they came and 
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should represent Christianity as the correction and ful¬ 

fillment of the expectations at work in those nations. 

When Gregory I instructed the missionary Augustine to 

adapt both pagan temples and pagan holy days to Chris¬ 

tian usage, he was "but following the practice widely 

current in the days when the Roman Empire was being 

converted.” And while it may be an exaggeration to speak 

of this approach to the religion of the nations as "the 

syncretism of a universal religion,” it was based on the 

principle that Jesus Christ was the divinely ordained an¬ 

swer to the needs and aspirations of the Gentiles as well 

as the fulfillment of the messianic hopes of Israel. Partly 

as a consequence of such missionary practice, a similar 

view of the relation between natural religion and re¬ 

vealed religion is evident in the development of Christian 

piety, as the church led the nations through lower to 

* higher forms of devotion and worship. 

For the development of Christian doctrine, the most 

significant area where this principle manifested itself 

was probably the relation between philosophy and the¬ 

ology. Most of the generous things which the church 

fathers said about paganism applied to the philosophers. 

For the religious rituals of Greek and Roman paganism 

) Christian apologists had only contempt. They did not, 

for example, elaborate on the significance of pagan sac¬ 

rifices for the sacrificial significance of the death of Christ, 

as they shared with their pagan opponents a disgust at the 

1 crudities of polytheistic practice. But they took the posi¬ 

tion that while the priests and professional religionists 

of the nations had been perpetuating idolatrous beliefs 

and practices, the philosophers had begun the process of 

emancipation and rationalization which Christ, the eternal 

Reason of God, had now consummated. Both pagan poly¬ 

theism and Jewish monotheism had now been transcended 

by his coming. Gregory of Nyssa summarized the case in 

>) a remarkable passage, echoed by other theologians: 

"Truth passes in the mean between these two conceptions, 

destroying each heresy, and yet accepting what is useful 

to it from each. The Jewish dogma is destroyed by the 

acceptance of the Logos and by the belief in the Spirit, 

while the polytheistic error of the Greek school is made 

to vanish by the unity of the [divine] nature abrogating 

this notion of plurality. Yet again, of the Jewish concep¬ 

tion, let the unity of the nature stand; and of the Greek, 
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In the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity, Christianity 

articulated its continuity with the Old Testament and its 

answer to classical thought. Augustine’s On the Trinity 

first demonstrated the doctrine of the Trinity from the 

Scriptures, especially from the Old Testament; it then 

proceeded to argue that "in the Trinity, Christian wis¬ 

dom discovers that for which Classicism had so long 

vainly sought, viz., the logos or explanation of being and 

motion, in other words, a metaphysic of ordered process.” 

The controversies over the doctrine of the Trinity itself 

and the irrepressible disputes over the propriety of philo¬ 

sophical speculation within the limits of orthodoxy are 

evidence that the relation of Christian doctrine to Judaism 

and to classical thought has been a perennial issue in the¬ 

ology. The forms of the issue were largely set by the lit¬ 

erature of the first five centuries, but the questions that 

were left unanswered in the triumph of Christian the¬ 

ology over Judaism and classicism were to take their re¬ 

venge by reasserting themselves with insistent force when 

the political, cultural, and ecclesiastical presuppositions 

of orthodoxy began to wither away in the modern era. 



2 Outside the 
Mainstream 

One of the principal concerns of the apologists was to 

demonstrate the continuity of the gospel with the history 

* of God’s revelation in the world. This meant above all 

the gospel’s descent from, and fulfillment of, the Old 

Testament; but even with other chapters in world history 

the apologists sought to claim a certain amount of con¬ 

tinuity. So overriding was this concern to demonstrate 

continuity that the distinctiveness of Jesus Christ and the 

newness of the gospel sometimes seemed to be obscured 

or even jeopardized. It is significant that although some 

of the irregular versions of early Christianity overempha¬ 

sized its continuity with Judaism, the major heresies, of 

the first two or three centuries were those that stressed 

the radical and unheard-of in the Christian message over 

against the Old Testament and natural religion. Marcion 

proclaimed the gospel of a God who, in granting salva¬ 

tion, was wholly other than the Creator and Judge of the 

Old Testament. The Gnostics held to a secret cosmologi¬ 

cal wisdom which had been hidden from previous ages 

and even from the majority of Christians. Montanism 

laid claim to special revelations of a new prophecy denied 

to the secularized church. Different though they were not 

only from what came to be seen as the mainstream of the 

orthodox development but also from one another, these 

three heresies all stressed distinctiveness even at the cost 

of continuity. 

History is usually dictated by the victors. As the prin¬ 

cipal sources of information about the development of 

Christian doctrine are the writings of orthodox theolo¬ 

gians, so most of what has been known about these here- 

68 
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sies—at least until the twentieth century—has come 

from the works of those who combated them. The pre¬ 

supposition of those works was that the primitive deposit 

of Christian truth had been given by Christ to the apostles 

and by them in turn to the succession of orthodox bishops 

and teachers, while the heretics were those who forsook 

this succession and departed from this deposit. "Here¬ 

tics,” said Origen, "all begin by believing, and afterwards 

depart from the road of faith and the truth of the church’s 

teaching. With only a few latitudinarian exceptions, 

both the heretics and the orthodox (although it is mis¬ 

leading to use such terms as though there were some 

method of determining a priori who were the villains and 

who the heroes) were agreed throughout the controver¬ 

sies from 100 to 600 that there was only one true doctrine, 

which each party claimed to possess. The truth was one, 

and there could be no pluralism in its confession; one’s 

opponents were not merely espousing a different form of 

Christian obedience, they were teaching false doctrine. 

The heretics were no less implacable than the orthodox 

in claiming that only their position was the correct one. 

In its earliest Christian use, the term "heresy” was not 

sharply distinguished from "schism”.; both referred to 

factiousness. But a dominant characteristic of such fac¬ 

tiousness was that it created "dissensions and difficulties, 

in opposition to the doctrine which^you have been taught.” 

At least as early as Irenaeus, therefore, "heresy” came to 

be the term for a deviation from the standard of sound 

doctrine. It was consistent with this development that 

Augustine eventually came to define heretics as those who 

"in holding false opinions regarding God, do injury to 

the faith itself,” as distinguished from schismatics, who 

' in wicked separations break off from brotherly charity, 

although they may believe just what we believe.” Basil’s 

distinction was only slightly different; heretics were "men 

who were altogether broken off and alienated in matters 

relating to the actual faith,” and schismatics were "men 

who had separated for some ecclesiastical reasons and 

questions capable of mutual solution.” But already in the 

conflict with Montanism, even more in the conflict with 

Donatism, and above all in the church history of the West 

since the Reformation, the distinction between heresy 

and schism has not been easy to maintain with any con¬ 

sistency. 
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As a departure from the truth of sound doctrine, heresy 

was a doctrine of demons. It was, Justin insisted, the 

devils who had "put forward Marcion of Pontus’ and 

who continued to produce heresies. Although the demons 

were the ultimate source of heresy, Tertullian maintained 

that "heresies are themselves instigated by philosophy, 

and Plippolytus attacked the heretics because they seek 

not for what the Sacred Scriptures declare, but laboriously 

set themselves to find a form of syllogism which may 

support their godlessness.’’ Some heresies seem to have 

retained the conceptual framework and the language of 

an earlier period, after the development of doctrine had 

rendered these obsolete; the term "fullness 

which came as close as any word to being a technical chris- 

tological term in the epistles of the New Testament bear¬ 

ing the name of Paul, was vitiated by its association with 

the Gnosticism of Valentinus, whose use of it, Irenaeus 

charged, "strives ... to adapt the good terms of revela¬ 

tion to [its] own wicked inventions” and managed to 

discredit the term despite its prominence in the New 

Testament. Yet the same Irenaeus, unswervingly ortho¬ 

dox though he was, had, at another point, failed to an¬ 

ticipate the direction that the development of doctrine 

would take. For him, a millennial understanding of the 

kingdom of God was a hallmark of orthodoxy, but such 

an understanding soon became an aberration from the 

soundness of "apostolic tradition.” 

Nevertheless, this discovery that heresy may be a re¬ 

sult of poor timing has come only as a consequence 

of modern historical research: the primitive church was 

not characterized by an explicit unity of doctrine; there¬ 

fore heresy could sometimes claim greater antiquity 

than orthodoxy. But what did characterize primitive 

Christianity was a unity of life, of fidelity to the Old 

Testament, of devotion, and of loyalty to its Lord, as he 

was witnessed to in the Old and New Testament. Heresy 

was a deviation from, that unity; and as the unity came to 

be transposed into the language of creed and dogma from 

that of testimony and proclamation, heresy was seen as 

an aberration from "the pattern of the sound words 

which you have heard.” It is becoming increasingly evi¬ 

dent that this "primitive Catholicism,” with its move¬ 

ment from kerygma to dogma, was already far more 

explicitly at work in the first century than was once sup- 
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Heresy was treated by the early church as the concern 

not only of doctrinal theology, but also of moral theology, 

of canon law, and finally of civil law as well. This was 

not only because of the stock accusation that false doctrine 

led to all those kinds of forbidden deeds of which the 

Scriptures assure us that 'they who do such things shall 

;55) not inherit the kingdom of God,’ ” but because of the 

claim that the invention and especially the propagation of 

false doctrine were due to "a vainglory that has preoccu¬ 

pied their mind.” A heretic, in the later formula of 

Thomas Aquinas, "no longer adheres to the teaching of 

the church as to an infallible rule, but to his own will.” 

The formal condemnation of heresy by ecclesiastical au¬ 

thority made it a matter of church law, and the enforce¬ 

ment of orthodoxy by the imperial authority made heresy 

a matter of civil law as well. "The older methods [of 

combating heresy] operated through the medium of mu¬ 

tual agreement among bishops toward a commonly de¬ 

sired end, cognizant of binding ecclesiastical law only as 

expressed in terms of universal tradition. The new meth¬ 

ods of administration, on the other hand, operated 

through the medium of synodical legislation and the 

establishment of a rule by law, the process being bor¬ 

rowed from civil government and to a degree being forced 

upon the Church from without.” The moral and legal 

aspects of heresy are relevant to our history of the Chris¬ 

tian tradition only as the context within which doctrine 

developed, but not as the object of special investigation. 

We are likewise interested only in the Christian careers 

of the heretical doctrines rather than in their connection 

with Hellenistic syncretism or in their post-Christian 
histories. 

The Separation of Law and Gospel 

It is evident that certain forms of Judaism were the origin 

> the earliest forms of Christian heresy; "to Judaize” was 

) long a term for "to teach false doctrine.” Nevertheless, 

the most important early heresies were not Jewish, but 

anti-Jewish in their inspiration. Thus, according to Irenae- 

us, Cerdo . . . taught that the God proclaimed by the 

law and the prophets was not the Father of our Lord 

Jesus Christ. For the former was known, but the latter 

unknown; while the one also was just, but the other benev¬ 

olent. Although it had been suggested that "Irenaeus 

simply transferred Marcion’s principal doctrine to Cerdo 



Outside the Mainstream 72 

Harnack (i960) 2:36 

Tert.AWc. 1.2.3 (CCSL 1:443) 

Ps.Tert.H^er .6.1 (CCSL 
2:1408) 

Ps.Tert.Haer.6.2 (CCSL 
2 :i4o8) 

Tert.M^T.1.19.4 (CCSL 
11460) 

because he had read in his source that Cerdo, as Marcion s 

teacher, had influenced him,” the testimony of Tertullian 

and others makes the account of Irenaeus more credible. 

According to another account, Cerdo not only taught two 

gods, "one good, the other cruel,” but also ' repudiates 

the prophecies and the law; renounces God the Creator; 

maintains that Christ who came was not the Son of the 

superior God; affirms that he was not in the substance of 

flesh; states him to have been only in a phantasmal shape, 

not to have really suffered, but undergone a quasi passion, 

and not to have been born at all. A resurrection of the 

soul merely does he approve, denying that of the body. 

The Gospel of Luke alone, and that not entire, does he 

receive. Of the apostle Paul he takes neither all the 

epistles, nor [those he does accept] in their integrity. The 

Acts of the Apostles and the Apocalypse he rejects as 

false.” If Cerdo had taught all that this treatise attributed 

to him, he would have anticipated almost everything 

taught by Marcion, who would have been thus quite un¬ 

original in his doctrine; it may have been the intent of 

this report to disparage the originality of Marcion by 

transferring his doctrine to Cerdo. 
Marcion’s biography, even as presented by hostile writ¬ 

ers, makes it evident that he had come to his basic in¬ 

sights independently of Cerdo. According to these writers, 

Marcion raised the question of the proper exegesis of 

statements of Jesus about the new wine and the old wine¬ 

skins or about the two kinds of trees with their fruit 

before his excommunication by the church at Rome and 

before his affiliation with Cerdo. Two of the principal 

emphases of his theology—the newness of the gospel and 

the contrast between two sources as an explanation for 

the antithesis between good and evil in the world—would 

seem to have been prominent in his thought while he was 

still in Asia Minor, that is, about 140; they may even 

have been the occasion for an earlier excommunication, 

at the hands of the bishop of Sinope, who was his own 

father. Nevertheless, he does not seem to have systema¬ 

tized his thought until after 144, when he was excom¬ 

municated at Rome and went on to found his own church. 

''Marcion s special and principal work,” according to 

Tertullian, was "the separation of the law and the 

gospel”; his special and fundamental religious conviction 

was a single-minded dedication to the gospel. "Oh, won- 
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der beyond all wonder or rapture, beyond all power or 

astonishment it is that one cannot express anything at 

all about the gospel, nor even think about it, nor compare 

it with anything else at all!” This inexpressible and in¬ 

comparable wonder of salvation was so overwhelming 

that it obscured all else in the world—not only in the 

world as the kingdom of the devil, but in the world as 

the creation of God. The salvation of man was a more 

urgent cause than any other and "transcends all others in 

its importance.” It was the key to the proper understand¬ 

ing of other doctrinal issues, such as the resurrection of 

the body, which had to be interpreted in a manner con¬ 

sistent with the centrality of deliverance, that is, had to 

be changed into "the salvation of the soul.” For it was the 

purpose of the coming of Jesus to abolish all the works 

belonging to "this world” and to its Creator, the "ruler 

of the universe [/cocr/x.oKpdrcopJ.” Sun and moon, constel¬ 

lations and stars, all were overshadowed by his coming. 

When he came, "he did not come into that which was his 

own, but into that which was alien to him.” The natural 

world was made up of "beggarly elements,” among which 

Marcion especially included reptiles and insects. Particu¬ 

larly repulsive to him was the "uncleanliness” of sex and 

of childbirth, none of which could have anything to do 

with the salvation of man. An epitome of this elevation of 

divine deliverance over everything else was the statement 

of Marcion and his followers that this "one work” of 

delivering man through the supreme and most excellent 

goodness of God was vastly preferable to "the creation 

of all the locusts.” 

It was the reality of the world of locusts, crocodiles, 

and sex that raised for Marcion the "celebrated question” 

of the meaning of Luke 6:43, "the question of the origin 

of evil,” which was, according to Tertullian, a favorite 

preoccupation of heretics. For Marcion, however, it was 

not primarily a speculative problem, but a religious one. 

If God were at one and the same time good, all-knowing, 

and all-powerful, how could he permit the deception and 

the fall of man? Since this was precisely what he had 

done, it followed that God could not be possessed of 

all three of these attributes. For a good tree did not bear 

bad fruit. The presence of two kinds of fruits bore wit¬ 

ness to the existence of two kinds of trees. To account for 

the difference between salvation and creation and to 
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achieve his "special and principal work, which was the 

separation of the law and the gospel,’ Marcion posited 

the existence of two gods, "one judicial, harsh, mighty 

in war; the other mild, placid, and simply good and ex¬ 

cellent.” The former was the Creator of the world, the 

God of the Old Testament; the latter was the Father of 

Jesus Christ, who had descended to earth for the first 

time in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar. 

According to Irenaeus, Marcion called the Creator "the 

creator of evils, lustful for war, inconstant in his attitude, 

and self-contradictory.” In another account, however, 

Irenaeus attributed to Marcion a distinction between a 

god who was "good” and one who was "judicial.” Ter- 

tullian suggested that Marcion regarded the Creator as 

equivalent to the devil, even though he had stated a little 

earlier that for Marcion "there are two gods, one just and 

the other good.” Thus there is one set of testimonies that 

Marcion regarded the Creator as "just” and "judicial,” 

but as a lesser divine being than the highest God, while 

according to another set of testimonies he actually de¬ 

nounced the Creator as "evil.” It is not clear how to in¬ 

terpret the contradictions between these two sets of testi¬ 

monies. It is plausible that Marcion did regard the Creator 

as evil, while Cerdo did not; or it may be that Marcion 

avoided the implication that the Creator was actually an 

evil principle; perhaps the most reasonable interpretation 

is to suppose that "Marcion indeed started with a plain 

contrast of good and bad gods, but later accepted Cerdo’s 

teaching that the creator was not altogether evil, but in 

some respects just.” 

The attributes of Marcion’s good God are more evi¬ 

dent. He was said to possess goodness in a pure and sim¬ 

ple sense, to be "a Being of simple goodness, to the exclu¬ 

sion of all those other attributes, sensations, and affections, 

which the Marcionites indeed transfer from their 

god to the Creator.” All contradiction between justice and 

mercy, between law and gospel, was foreign to him. He 

could not visit judgment or grow wrathful or take ven¬ 

geance. He was characterized by "serenity and mildness.” 

While the Creator of the universe was recognized on the 

basis of his creation, the true God had remained the un¬ 

known God until the coming of Jesus. He had "neither 

any work nor any prophecy, nor accordingly any time, to 

show himself”; but "although he did not manifest him- 
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self from the beginning and by means of the creation, 

[he] has yet revealed himself in Christ Jesus.” To this 

God and to this Christ, the world fashioned by the Creator 

was alien, as was the law of Moses. He was wholly other 

than the God who could be known either from the crea¬ 

tion or from Old Testament revelation. So it was that 

Marcion resolved the tensions within the Christian doc¬ 

trine of God by a radical separation, which purchased the 

doctrine of salvation at the cost of the doctrine of the 

unity of God. The importance of the issue can be gauged 

by the later struggle to maintain both doctrines at once in 

the doctrine of the Trinity. Tertullian anticipated that 

struggle in his trinitarian terminology generally and spe¬ 

cifically in his response to Marcion’s doctrine of the two 

gods: "Whatever attributes you require as worthy of God, 

must be found in the Father, who is invisible and unap¬ 

proachable, and placid, and (so to speak) the God of the 

philosophers; whereas those qualities which you censure 

as unworthy must be supposed to be in the Son, who has 

been seen, and heard, and encountered, the witness and 

servant of the Father, uniting in himself man and God, 

God in mighty deeds, in weak ones man, in order that he 

may give to man as much as he takes from God. What in 

your esteem is the entire disgrace of my God, is in fact the 

sacrament of man’s salvation.” Marcion’s separation be¬ 

tween the two gods was taken up into Tertullian’s doc¬ 

trine of the relation between the eternal, invisible Father 

and the Son, who had become true man in Jesus Christ. 

But Marcion had not been able to take this way out of 

the dilemma, for his Jesus Christ had not been true man. 

The Creator, too, had promised a Christ, who had not 

yet come; but "the Christ who in the days of Tiberius was, 

by a previously unknown God, revealed for the salvation 

of all nations, is a different being from him who was or¬ 

dained by God the Creator for the restoration of the Jew¬ 

ish state, and who is yet to come.” Marcion separated his 

authentic Christ from the political Messiah of the Jews 

by "a great and absolute difference.” This authentic Christ 

could not have assumed a material body that participated 

in the created world, for such a body would have been 

"stuffed with excrement.” A material body and a physi¬ 

cal birth belonged to the Creator and were unworthy of 

the true Christ. If he had become a man with a material 

body, this would have meant the end of divinity. Irenaeus 
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would seem to have been referring to Marcion (among 

others) when he attacked certain heretics for teaching 

that Christ "merely suffered putatively, being naturally 

impassible.” 

Human nature, or the condition of having a material 

body and participating in the change and suffering of the 

creation, was that from which man had to be delivered, 

but not that by which he would be delivered. It bound 

man to this world and to the Creator, but Christ came 

from the true God and therefore could not have been born 

of a woman. He was revealed full-grown at once. His 

body was like the bodies assumed by the angels of the 

Creator when they met with Abraham and Lot, ate, and 

worked. It was in such a body that Christ was crucified, 

to purchase man from the Creator, for man "belonged to 

another,” namely, to the Creator. The Creator would not 

have exposed his own Son to the curse he had pronounced 

on anyone who was hanged on a tree; but as the Son of 

the Supreme God, Christ "brought down upon himself 

the curse of the Creator” on the cross. Although the 

manger had been unworthy of the true Christ, the tomb 

was not. This christology was significantly different from 

that of other Gnostics, who denied the passion and death 

of Christ as well as his birth; on the other hand, it was not 

as different from the teaching of more orthodox theolo¬ 

gians at the middle of the second century as their attacks 

upon it would indicate. And even the christological ortho¬ 

doxy of the fourth and fifth centuries was to find almost 

insuperable the task of attributing genuine birth, suffer¬ 

ing, and death to the Son of an impassible deity. 

Discontinuity was the theme of the relation not only 

between creation and salvation, the law and the gospel, 

the Creator and the Father, man and Christ, but also be¬ 

tween the Old Testament and the New and between the 

apostolic community and the apostle Paul. As the God of 

the Jews was radically separate from the Father of the 

Lord Jesus Christ, so the deposit of the revelations of the 

former could not be authoritative for the true disciples of 

the latter. The Old Testament had not been fulfilled, but 

abolished. Jesus had come "to subvert the Creator and 

overthrow the law and the prophets,” rather than to 

establish and fulfill them; in fact, later followers of Mar¬ 

cion even emended Matt. 5:17 to read: "I have not come 

to fulfill the law but to abolish it.” His coming had not 
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been prophesied by the Old Testament, but had been sud¬ 

den and unforeseen. Where the New Testament referred 

to the Old Testament as "Scripture” or employed the 

formula "It is written,” Marcion deleted the passage. He 

accused the Old Testament of "foolishness, weakness, 

dishonor, meanness, and contempt.” He criticized various 

details of its dietary laws, the law concerning the Sabbath, 

and other prescriptions. Not only the ceremonial law, but 

the moral law of the Old Testament was unworthy of the 

true God, who could not, for instance, have commanded 

Israel to despoil Egypt at the time of the exodus. At the 

same time, Marcion did concede to the moral law of the 

Old Testament a limited and temporary function. 

In keeping with this refusal to allow the Old Testa¬ 

ment the status of Christian Scripture, Marcion also re¬ 

pudiated the method of nonliteral interpretation. He 

would not grant that in the Old Testament "very many 

events are figuratively predicted by means of enigmas and 

allegories and parables, and that they must be understood 

in a sense different from the literal description.” He in¬ 

sisted that the Old Testament prophecies concerning the 

Christ of the Creator must be taken literally and that they 

therefore could not apply to the true Christ. Moreover, 

the Old Testament had not prophesied that the Christ of 

the Creator would suffer on the cross. When the Old Tes¬ 

tament referred to David’s progeny, it meant Solomon, 

not Christ. There is considerable reason to believe that in 

this respect and in others Marcion was reflecting the in¬ 

fluence of Jewish interpreters. The Old Testament was 

valid as Jewish Scripture; its historical reports were re¬ 

liable, and even its moral legislation had been appropriate 

to its purpose. But that purpose had not been to predict 

the coming of the true Christ or to prescribe the conduct 

of the members of his church. As Harnack has said, "It 

goes without saying that by such an interpretation Mar¬ 

cion was abusing the Old Testament and draining it of 

its meaning, and that he fails far short of the understand¬ 

ing that was present even among the pious and spiritually 

advanced Jews of the time. But since everything in this 

book, inspired and canonical as it was regarded, stood on 

one level, it is understandable that someone came along 

who read the book from left to right rather than from 

right to left and explained the highly developed and won¬ 

derful parts in terms of the primitive ones.” Harnack (i960) 1:101-102 
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The rejection of the Old Testament was consistent with 

Marcion’s attitude toward the doctrine of creation, whose 

place in the body of Christian teaching depended on the 

authority of the Old Testament. For although the doc¬ 

trine of creation was explicitly taught in many passages 

of the New Testament, most of these passages were cita¬ 

tions or paraphrases of the Old Testament. Similarly, the 

discussions of the doctrine of creation in the apologists 

were usually based on such passages as the creation stories 

in Genesis or Proverbs 8:22-31, which were read as 

proof that the preexistent Christ had been the agent of 

creation. Therefore the historical coming of Christ was 

connected to this prehistoric history. "For it is the God 

who said, 'Let light shine out of darkness,’ who has shone 

in our hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the 

glory of God in the face of Christ.” From this it followed, 

Tertullian argued, that Christ as well as the apostles, the 

gospel as well as Moses, all belonged to that God who 

was also the Creator of this world rather than to a God 

who had not said, "Let light shine out of darkness.” This 

continuity Marcion denied, in the name of the newness 

of the gospel of Christ. Any continuity or sequence 

(ordo) was unnecessary, for the coming of Christ had 

been sudden and immediate. The keynote of the teaching 

of Christ had been its newness. Luke 3:37 meant that the 

content and the form of that teaching had been different 

from the law of Moses. But if it was valid to use the 

Old Testament as a Christian book and to find the details 

of the life and teaching of Jesus prophesied there, one 

had to ask: "Then what was there new about what the 

Lord brought to us when he came?” This was why one 

could not express anything at all about the gospel, or 

even think about it, or compare it with anything else at 

all. The ineffable newness of the gospel would be funda¬ 

mentally compromised if it were represented as having 

already been present in the Jewish Scriptures. 

Marcion’s rejection of the principle of continuity was, 

however, even more radical. The authentic Christian gos¬ 

pel had to be disengaged not only from the Jewish com¬ 

munity, but also from the Christian community, not only 

from the so-called prophets of the Old Testament but 

also from the so-called apostles of the New. The apostle 

Paul was the only one who had transmitted the gospel 

without adulteration. "Paul alone knew the truth, and to 

him the mystery was manifested by revelation.” The sepa- 
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ration of law and gospel had been the theme of the origi¬ 

nal gospel of Jesus and of Paul, but it had been adulter¬ 

ated by the other apostles and their followers and was now 

being restored by Marcion. The Epistle to the Galatians 

had been an attack on such adulterations; the "other gos¬ 

pel’’ referred to in Galatians i: 8 was the adulterated 

gospel introduced by the Creator and his apostles. There¬ 

fore Paul’s teaching that the law of Moses did not apply 

to believers had not been received from the other apostles, 

but from a direct personal revelation. The conflict be¬ 

tween Peter and Paul provided Marcion with a principle 

of discrimination by which he could separate the authentic 

Pauline gospel from the adulterations. These included 

many passages in the received writings of Paul and in the 

Gospels. Marcion set about purging the Pauline epistles 

of such elements as the acknowledgment of the Christian 

authority of the Old Testament and the identification of 

the Creator with the Father of the Lord Jesus Christ. In 

place of the so-called Gospels he put a purified Gospel of 

Luke, which he took to be the only authentic Gospel and 

the one most closely connected with Paul. This makes 

Marcion an important figure not only in the history of the 

development of doctrine, but also in the history both of 

the text and of the canon of the New Testament. 

The history of the development of doctrine takes ac¬ 

count of Marcion’s textual emendations only because they 

embody the theological motifs of his separation of the law 

and the gospel. His canon, too, belongs in this history. 

For it has been suggested that "if Marcion’s canon was 

Scripture at all, it was the first distinctively Christian 

Scripture,” and therefore "Marcion is primarily respon¬ 

sible for the idea of the New Testament.” He appears to 

have set his twofold Scripture of "the Lord” (the Gospel 

of Luke) and "the apostle” (the ten authentic epistles of 

Paul, namely, and in this order, Galatians, i and 2 Co¬ 

rinthians, Romans, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, Ephesians, 

Colossians, Philippians, and Philemon) in opposition to 

the twofold Scripture of the law” and "the prophets.” 

This is not necessarily synonymous with saying that there 

would not have been a Christian canon of the New Testa¬ 

ment except for the opposition to Marcion. There was an 

increasing tendency to cite apostolic writings as authori¬ 

tative, and there seem to have been the beginnings of 

collections of these writings. But regardless of any such 

tendencies, Marcion’s view of the antithesis between the 
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Old Testament and the pure gospel and his accusation of 

apostasy against all the apostles except Paul obliged him 

to expurgate the Christian writings that were in circula¬ 

tion and to organize them into a Christian Scripture that 

could counterweigh the authority of the Jewish Scripture, 

which had been foisted upon the church. Even though it 

is an oversimplification to say that the Christian canon of 

the New Testament as eventually adopted was the 

church’s answer to Marcion’s canon, it does seem accu¬ 

rate to say that Marcion’s canon was his answer to the Old 

Testament. 

Marcion did not found a school but a church. During 

the second half of the second century, the Marciomte 

church was a noteworthy rival to orthodox Christianity, 

at least in certain areas. Writing during Marcion’s life¬ 

time, Justin admitted that there were many people in 

every nation who had been persuaded by his heresy. The 

sheer volume of the antiheretical literature directed 

against the Marcionite heresy during the second and third 

centuries is testimony to its continuing importance; this 

literature was probably voluminous enough to serve as the 

principal source for Tertullian’s treatise against Marcion. 

Within the Marcionite community the writings of the 

master were preserved and his name was revered. Accord¬ 

ing to Origen, there were some who taught that Paul was 

seated at the right hand of Christ in heaven, and Marcion 

at the left. 

But the most significant doctrinal development in the 

Marcionite movement is that associated with Apelles, who 

seems to have revised both the master’s dualism and his 

docetism. There was a single divine principle, not two 

gods, as Marcion had taught; this Apelles declared, not 

on the basis of proof from prophecy or even of "knowl¬ 

edge,” but on the basis of being persuaded of it. Another 

feature of Marcion’s system which Apelles felt obliged 

to revise was the master’s view of the body of Christ. Al¬ 

though he agreed with Marcion that the body had not 

been born, he went on to teach that it was a real body 

nonetheless, but a body made up of the elements of stars 

rather than of ordinary human flesh. In this way he sought 

to obviate the objection against Marcion that the Savior 

had delivered mankind by means of a deception when he 

pretended to have a genuine body in his suffering and 

death. But Apelles remained a Marcionite in his view of 

the Old Testament. 
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As these revisions suggest, Marcion’s doctrine was 

not a complete and finished system, but the expres¬ 

sion of his fundamental religious beliefs. They also 

suggest that the doctrines of the unity of God and of 

the humanity of Christ were—together with the ques¬ 

tion of authority—the continuing points of divergence 

between Marcion and his opponents. These two points of 

doctrine were to constitute the program for the dogmatic 

conflicts within the doctrinal mainstream of the next sev¬ 

eral centuries, and the problem of authority was to be the 

hinge on which many related issues were to turn. Nor 

was this problem disposed of with the excommunication 

of Marcion. The Old Testament achieved and maintained 

its status as Christian Scripture with the aid of spiritual 

exegesis. There was no early Christian who simultane¬ 

ously acknowledged the doctrinal authority of the Old 

Testament and interpreted it literally. For raising the 

question of the authority of the Old Testament in the 

Christian community and for compelling at least some 

clarification of the question, the church’s doctrine was 

indebted to Marcion. It acknowledged the debt by refer¬ 

ring to him whenever the question came up. Thus, in the 

period covered by this volume, Augustine lumped Manes 

Aug.Gest.Pelag.5.15 (csel with Marcion in his defense of the Old Testament against 

(csel 60:510) the Manicheans, and Jerome attacked Marcion as a rep¬ 

resentative of the hatred and contempt for the works of 

Hier._/w«.2.i6 {PL 23:309) the Creator that marked many heretics; that remained the 

standard attitude toward Marcion. But when the historical 

and biblical scholarship of the eighteenth and nineteenth 

centuries reopened the entire problem of the biblical 

canon, the name of Marcion once more became a cause 

Knox (1942) 78-81 celebre. And the publication of Harnack’s monograph on 

Marcion caused Karl Barth to reflect on his "remarkable 

K.Barth (1933) 13 parallels” to the arch-Paulinist. Comparisons between 

Marcion and Luther have become as commonplace as 

they are superficial, but they do illustrate the continuing 

importance of Marcion’s thought. 

Systems of Cosmic Redemption 

The most important heresies in the early church were 

those that have been grouped under the name "Gnostic.” 

The name itself is largely the creation of modern his¬ 

torical scholarship. Early Christian writers usually re¬ 

ferred to an individual Gnostic group by the name of its 

founder or eponymous master, and "Gnostic” was a per- 
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fectly respectable name for a Christian, who had access to 

the knowledge (yvdkri?) revealed in Christ. The Gnostic 

(6 rVtocttlkos) was the title of a book about the ideal 

monk by Evagrius Ponticus. The term has been applied to 

so wide a variety of teachers and teachings that it is in 

danger of losing its usefulness. Since there is no satisfac¬ 

tory alternative term, we shall be dealing here with 

"Gnosticism,” but we shall be dealing with it only as a 

chapter in the history of the development of Christian 

doctrine. It is essential for the understanding of early 

Christian doctrine to see its relation to the religious syn¬ 

cretism of the Hellenistic age, of which various species 

of Gnosticism are a prime example. Apart from its Chris¬ 

tian forms, Gnosticism appeared in three other milieus: 

the Syrian, the Iranian, and the Jewish. It is not altogether 

clear whether there was a pre-Christian as well as an 

extra-Christian Gnosticism and a post-Christian Gnosti¬ 

cism; but it does seem clear that, in Quispel’s formulation, 

"Gnosticism minus Christianity is still Gnosticism.” 

Viewed as a chapter in the history of Christian doc¬ 

trine, Gnosticism may be defined as a system which taught 

the cosmic redemption of the spirit through knowledge. 

Irenaeus cited certain devotees of Valentinian Gnosticism 

who taught that "the knowledge of the ineffable greatness 

is itself perfect redemption. . . . Knowledge is the re¬ 

demption of the inner man. This, however, is not cor¬ 

poreal, since the body is corruptible; nor is it animal, since 

the soul is the result of a defect, and is, as it were, the 

habitation of the spirit. The redemption must therefore 

be spiritual; for they claim that the inner, spiritual man 

is redeemed through knowledge, that they possess the 

knowledge of the entire cosmos, and that this is true re¬ 

demption.” Thus "the cosmic redemption of the spirit 

through knowledge” includes the principal themes of this 

system, which are also the themes it shared with most 

other forms of Christian Gnosticism. The rich growth 

and extravagant foliation of Gnostic formulas can easily 

obscure its doctrinal significance, as one recites the pass¬ 

words and divine names that proliferated in the various 

Gnostic systems. Or one can attempt to abstract a defini¬ 

tion of Gnosticism from the existing documentary evi¬ 

dence and to expound, with the aid of the language of 

metaphysics or of existentialism, a Gnosticism that has 

never existed in history but is religiously intelligible. The 
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Systems of Cosmic Redemption 

surviving evidence—both the heresiologies of the church 

fathers and Gnostic documents themselves—makes it 

clear that there was a basis in Gnosticism itself for both 

these tendencies. Mythology as well as philosophy, spec¬ 

ulation combined with magic, were all intertwined in a 

bizarre and bewildering variety of forms. Gnostics de¬ 

lighted in these as ritual, and orthodox Christians de¬ 

lighted in them as proof of the absurdity of heresy and 

of its demonic origin. Neither the Gnostic incantations 

nor the Gnostic affinities with modern philosophy will be 

our chief concern here. Both the myth and the philosophy 

were set forth as statements of Gnostic doctrine, and it is 

to this doctrine that we must pay primary attention. 

Although the taxonomy of the Gnostic sects and teach¬ 

ers cannot be our chief concern either, at least a brief 

catalog must precede a summary of Gnostic teachings; 

for the variations among these teachings are pertinent to 

the relation between the doctrines of Gnosticism and 

those of the church. Much of the origin of Christian 

Gnosticism lies in Jewish sectarianism and in the eclipse 

of the apocalyptic vision within Judaism. The earliest 

Christian Gnostics, therefore, stood on the borders be¬ 

tween heretical Judaism and heretical Christianity. 

Whether "Simon Magus” was one Gnostic teacher or 

several, Simonian Gnosticism combined certain elements 

of Jewish speculation with myths from Tyre and with 

Christian teachings about Jesus, to form a system of re¬ 

demption from the tyranny of the body and of this earth 

through the coming of one who was to be the restorer of 

all things. "He came to free [Helen] from her bonds and 

to offer men salvation through their recognition of him. 

For when the angels misgoverned the world, since each 

of them desired the primacy, he came for the restoration 

of all things, transformed and made like the principalities 

and powers. With men he seemed a man, though not a 

man; he seemed to suffer in Judea, though he did not suf¬ 

fer.” Similarly, the Gnosticism of Cerinthus seems to 

have been based upon the speculations of a heretical form 

of Jewish Christianity. He taught that there was a dis¬ 

tinction between the Supreme God and the Creator, and 

that at baptism Christ had descended upon Jesus (who 

until then had been an ordinary man), departing from 

him once more before his crucifixion. The next step in 

the development of this species of Gnosticism came with 
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Saturninus, who elaborated certain rabbinical ideas about 

the creation into a sharp dualism between creation and 

redemption; Christ descended from heaven in the form 

of a slave to bring the revelation of the redemption from 

the created world, from sin and from sex. "Christ came 

to destroy the God of the Jews, but to save those who 

believe in him, that is, those who have the spark of life in 

them.” 

Concerning the Gnosticism of Simon Magus, Cerin- 

thus, and Saturninus we have only the testimony of the 

church fathers, chiefly of Irenaeus. Even he was best in¬ 

formed about, and principally interested in, another spe¬ 

cies of Christian Gnosticism, that associated with the 

name of Valentinus, which also appears to be the form 

of Gnostic teaching most thoroughly authenticated by the 

direct testimony of the newly discovered Gnostic sources; 

much of what we say here about Gnostic doctrine in gen¬ 

eral will be derived specifically from our information 

about Valentinian Gnosticism. There are significant af¬ 

finities between this form of Gnostic heresy and various 

lines of thought in the second century that are acknowl¬ 

edged as more or less orthodox, such as the Shepherd 

of Hermas, the Christian gnosis of Clement of Alex¬ 

andria, and the speculations of the apologist Justin. 

Whether or not it was the work of Valentinus himself, 

the Gospel of Truth presented some of the principal 

revelations granted to him, and the Odes of Solomon 

were a liturgical statement of Valentinian doctrine. In 

the Gospel of Truth the Gnostic revelation was presented 

as one of "joy for them who have received the boon, 

through the Father of Truth, of knowing it.” Eventually 

this revelation was developed into a theology further 

removed from normative church doctrine. Both the adop¬ 

tion of more myth and the elaboration of more speculation 

carried the pupils of Valentinus beyond the boundaries 

of that doctrine, as Ptolemy’s Letter to Flora makes evi¬ 

dent. 

Approximately contemporary with Valentinus and 

Marcion, but apparently coming from Syria and Alex¬ 

andria, was the other principal Gnostic teacher refuted 

by the church fathers, Basilides. According to Hippolytus, 

one major difference between Valentinus and Basilides 

was that the former "may justly be reckoned a Pythag¬ 

orean and Platonist” while "the doctrines advanced by 

Basilides are in reality the clever quibbles of Aristotle.” 
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The summary of the teachings of Basilides given in Hip- 

polytus is contradicted at so many points by that given 

in Irenaeus that Irenaeus’s account seems to be a state¬ 

ment of later developments. We shall be noting both 

similarities and differences between Valentinian and 

Basilidian Gnosticism. Although these are the principal 

species of Gnosticism with which the Christian theolo¬ 

gians of the second and third centuries dealt, even this 

brief catalog would be incomplete without a reference to 

a similar movement that was to be an important rival of 

catholic Christianity in the fourth century, Manicheism. 

It, too, belongs principally to the history of religions 

rather than to the history of the development of specif¬ 

ically Christian doctrine; for Manes not only borrowed 

from the teachings of the church, but also elaborated some 

of the ideas of the followers of Marcion and Basilides. 

For our purposes, then, Manicheism is a useful source of 

information, not about the development of Christian 

doctrine as such, but about the evolution of the 

syncretistic religions and Christian heresies over against 

which the church defined its doctrine. 

The ontological presupposition of .the Gnostic systems 

of redemption was a distinctive doctrine of the divine 

reality and of its relation to the cosmos. Ptolemy, the 

Valentinian theologian, posited "a perfect preexistent 

aeon, dwelling in the invisible and unnamable elevations; 

this is prebeginning and forefather and depth. Fie is 

uncontainable and invisible, eternal and ungenerated, 

in quiet and in deep solitude for infinite aeons. 

With him is thought, which is also called grace and 

silence.” Apparently the earlier Valentinian teaching 

made "depth” an attribute of God rather than a distinct 

being, and the contradictions that eventually emanated as 

"aeons” were immanent with God. But in the theology 

of Ptolemy "aeon” became "an emanation from the 

divine substance, subsisting coordinately and coeternally 

with the deity.” By emanation the aeons came forth from 

depth and silence, two by two, until there were thirty 

of them; together with the Supreme God, these consti¬ 

tuted the pleroma, the fullness of the divine reality. 

Their names were the personifications of divine attributes 

and titles, as well as of other abstractions; in each pair 

one had a masculine name, the other a feminine one. 

It appears that the original monotheism evident in the 

Gospel of Truth evolved into a mythological theory in 
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later Valentinian Gnosticism. Yet the distinctive empha¬ 

sis on the tensions within the divine reality itself seems 

to be the common element in both the Gospel of Truth 

and Ptolemy. In the mythological cosmology of Basilides, 

it was not only aeons but spiritual beings called "archons” 

or "rulers” that carried out this emphasis. The cosmos 

did not emanate from God, but was made out of nothing 

by a God to whom the category of existence could not 

be applied. "The nonexistent God made a nonexistent 

cosmos out of the nonexistent.” This he did by making a 

seed which contained a "tripartite sonship,” out of which, 

in turn, there came the great archon who created the 

cosmos and another archon who made this world. 

The distinction between the Supreme God and the 

Creator, present also in the teaching of Marcion, under¬ 

lay the Valentinian myths of the emanation of aeons 

and the Basilidian doctrine of creation out of nothing. 

Between the Supreme God and the created world, accord¬ 

ing to Ptolemy, was a demiurge, "the Father and God 

1:43) of everything outside the pleroma.” In support of this he 

adduced the testimony of the prologue to the Gospel 

of John, according to which "a certain principle was first 

generated by God ... in which the Father emitted all 

things seminally.” Thus "to all the aeons after it the 

Logos was the cause of formation and origin.” Another 

Valentinian exegete, Heracleon, also found support for 

his teaching in the Gospel of John, but he taught that 

"the aeon and what is in the aeon did not come into 

being through the Logos,” since the aeon was distinct 

from the created world. Although the Gospel of Truth 

did not attribute the creation of the world to a demiurge 

or some other intermediate principle, this was the direc¬ 

tion taken by the Valentinian and other Gnostic doctrines 

of creation, "the direction of hostility toward the Crea¬ 

tor.” The God of the Old Testament, who was equated 

with the demiurge, was eventually seen as less than 

the Supreme God and as an enemy. 

Yet the detailed theogonies of the Gnostic teachers 

were finally aimed at dealing with the human predica¬ 

ment, not simply at accounting for the origin of the 

cosmos. As one Gnostic teacher counseled, "Abandon 

the search for God and the creation and other matters 

of a similar sort. Look for him by taking yourself as 

the starting point. Learn who it is who within you makes 

everything his own and says, 'My God, my mind, my 
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thought, my soul, my body.’ Learn the sources of sorrow, 

joy, love, hate. Learn how it happens that one watches 

without willing, rests without willing, becomes angry 

without willing, loves without willing. If you carefully 

investigate these matters, you will find him in yourself.” 

Cosmology provided the context for a doctrine of creation 

and fall, and for an eventual doctrine of redemption. 

Each in its own way, the Gnostic systems all included a 

diagnosis of the cosmological descent of the human 

spirit into matter and sin. In the Gospel of Truth, error 

(represented in a quasi-personal form) conspired against 

truth, that is, God, and led men astray. Ptolemy’s expla¬ 

nation of the fall was characteristically more elaborate. 

The thirtieth and last of the aeons, wisdom, fell from 

the perfection of the pleroma through an excess of pas¬ 

sion, finally giving birth to a shapeless mass. "And hence 

they declare material substance had its beginning from 

[her] ignorance and grief, and fear and bewilderment.” 

Three kinds of substance came into existence: the 

material, the psychic, and the spiritual. Corresponding 

to these were three classes of men, represented by the 

three sons of Adam—Cain, Abel, and Seth. The truly 

spiritual men were not in need of salvation, and the 

material were incapable of it; but the psychic, "those-of- 

the-middle” as the Gospel of Truth .called them, were 

both vulnerable to the fall and capable of redemption. 

Their creator, the demiurge, "made heaven without know¬ 

ing heaven; he formed man in ignorance of man; he 

brought earth to light without understanding earth.” This 

was one of the most explicit statements of the Gnostic 

doctrine that the creation of man—or at least of all men 

below the level of the fully spiritual Gnostic—-was an 

act of ignorance on the part of a divine being who was 

less than the Supreme God, and that therefore the crea¬ 

tion of man and the fall of man ultimately coincided. 

Frequently this rejection of creation was associated with 

a revulsion at the processes of human generation and 

birth, as it was also in Marcion. Other early Christian 

Gnostics, such as the Encratites, "preached against 

marriage, thus setting aside the original creation of God, 

and indirectly blaming him who made the male and 

female for the propagation of the human race.” Satur- 

ninus ascribed the origin of marriage and generation to 

Satan. He also taught that the original man was the 

creature of the angels rather than of the Supreme God, 
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but that the Supreme God took pity on man and added 

the spark of life to what the angels had made; this 

spark returned to its own after death. Implicit in many 

Gnostic statements about the cosmological descent of man 

was a doctrine of the preexistence of man or of his 

soul; thus according to the Sethian-Ophites, "Adam and 

Eve previously had bodies that were light, clear, and, 

as it were, spiritual, as they were at their creation; but 

when they came into this world, these changed into 

bodies more opaque, gross, and sluggish. Their soul, too, 

was feeble and languid, inasmuch as they had received 

from their creator a merely mundane inspiration." 

Although the creation of this world was the work of a 

being lower than the Supreme Power and the entry of the 

human soul into this world coincided with the fall of man, 

humanity even in this world was not bereft of the divine 

spark. According to Basilides, Romans 5:13-14 meant 

that "we who are spiritual are sons, who have been left 

here to arrange, and mold, and rectify, and complete 

the souls which, according to nature, are so constituted 

as to continue in this quarter of the universe.” In the 

Valentinian system of Ptolemy, the demiurge made the 

earthly man and breathed the psyche into him; but un¬ 

beknown to him, a product of the higher desire, called 

"achamoth," was deposited into him, "so that through 

him it might be sown into the soul created by him and 

into the material body, might grow and increase in them, 

and might become ready for the reception of the perfect 

Logos.” This did not refer to the corporeal class of men, 

who were beyond redemption, but to the spirituals or 

true Gnostics, who belonged to the true church and 

through whom the redemption was to be communicated 

also to the psychics who stood between them and the 

corporeal. 

The presence of this divine element in the world and 

in part of humanity supplied the point of contact that 

made redemption possible. Of the three elements, it was 

to the psychic, which had free will, that he came, in 

order to save it. "He assumed the primary elements of 

those beings which he was going to save. From achamoth 

he took the spiritual, from the demiurge he put on the 

psychic Christ, and from the constitution of the cosmos 

he acquired a body which had psychic substance and was 

constructed by ineffable art so as to be visible, tangible, 
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and subject to passion. He acquired nothing material at 

all, for matter is not capable of being saved.” Both the 

church fathers and the interpreters of Gnosticism who 

have simply repeated their accounts have sometimes per¬ 

mitted the confusing proliferation of emanations with 

names such as Only-begotten, Savior, Logos, Jesus, Christ, 

and Holy Spirit to obscure the centrality of redemption 

in Christian Gnosticism; yet this is the leitmotiv evident 

in the various Gnostic gospels. 

Even Irenaeus unwillingly attested to this centrality 

when he charged that "there are as many schemes of 

'redemption’ as there are mystagogues of this science.” 

The Gospel of Truth announced the message of "the 

Logos, who has come from the pleroma and who is in 

the thought and the mind of the Father; he it is who is 

called 'the Savior’, since that is the name of the work 

which he must do for the redemption of those who have 

not known the Father. For the name of the gospel is the 

manifestation of hope.” The Gospel of Thomas spoke 

repeatedly of "return” as the content of salvation, mean¬ 

ing thereby "liberation from matter and reunion with 

the light-world.” And even the Gospel of Philip declared 

that "Christ came to ransom some, to save others, to 

redeem others.” It seems clear that the figure of the 

Savior—which was variously interpreted in the several 

Gnostic systems—may be used as a way of distinguishing 

between Christian and non-Christian species of 

Gnosticism. 

It is, however, also a way of distinguishing between 

Gnostic and non-Gnostic species of Christianity, for one 

of the characteristics of Gnostic doctrine was its denial 

that the Savior was possessed of a material, fleshly body; 

in fact, the very epithet "docetist” seems to have occurred 

for the first time in reference to the evidence of Gnostic 

influence on the Gospel of Peter. In the strata of Gnostic 

literature still close to the New Testament, for example 

in the Gospel of Truth, the reality of the body of Jesus 

and of his sufferings was not denied outright, but the 

language used there about the resurrected body of Jesus 

does seem to suggest the beginnings of a docetic tendency. 

Whatever chariness there may have been about docetism 

was soon overcome, and an explicit effort to protect the 

person of the Savior from involvement in matter and in 

suffering soon became a hallmark of most Christian 
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Gnostics. In the theology of Ptolemy, the Savior "re¬ 

mained impassible, for it could not experience passion, 

since it was unconquerable and invisible; therefore when 

he [Christ] was led before Pilate, that Spirit of Christ 

set in him was taken away. . . . What suffered was [only] 

the psychic Christ." Even this psychic Christ had "passed 

through Mary as water passes through a pipe," and the 

Savior had descended on him at the time of his baptism. 

In the theology which Irenaeus ascribed to Basilides, 

Simon of Cyrene was crucified instead of Jesus, who did 

not and could not undergo death; for salvation pertained 

only to the soul, not to the body. How early the docetic 

tendency appeared in at least some Christian groups is 

shown by the polemic of Ignatius against the heretical 

denial of the full humanity of Christ, a polemic which 

seems to have been directed at some form of Gnosticism. 

Although the body in which the Savior appeared may 

not have been real, the cosmic redemption which he 

brought was real. His cross "is actually consuming all the 

material elements as fire consumes chaff but is purifying 

those who are saved as the fan purifies wheat." The 

purpose of his passion was to demonstrate in action the 

primeval passion of the aeons and thus to reveal the 

hidden mystery both of human origins and of human 

destiny. In one way or another, redemption seems to have 

been equated with revelation; hence the emphasis on 

knowledge. The coming of the Savior made possible a 

soteriological ascent to undo the damage of the descent 

into matter and sin. The descent of Simon Magus was "to 

rescue [Helen, the lost sheep] from her bonds, and to 

offer men salvation through their recognition of him." 

That recognition, granted by the Savior, would enable 

the saved to ascend as he had descended; he disclosed 

to them the way back to their origin and the magical pass¬ 

words that would let them through the hostile world of 

the planets. And so, in the system of Basilides, "the 

cosmos remains in this condition until the whole sonship 

left below to benefit the souls, in their shapeless state, 

and to receive benefit by being refashioned, follows 

Jesus and ascends above and comes there after being 

purified." 

The appropriation of this knowledge was not, how¬ 

ever, possible for everyone. Those who were corporeal 

or material were forever condemned to separation from 
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the redemption, for what was material ended in cor¬ 

ruption. But the saved—or, as they were termed espe¬ 

cially in Manichean literature, "the elect”—shared with 

the Savior in the purity of the restored order of things. 

Several Gnostic writings spoke of "the man of light” as 

the one who understood his heavenly origin and destiny. 

Redemption consisted in the transformation of human 

life, so that, in the summary description of Puech, one 

"acquires, with the possession of his 'ego’ and his true 

and ontological being, the meaning of his destiny and 

the final certainty of his salvation, thus discovering him¬ 

self as a being who, by right and for all eternity, is 

saved.” This return of the "inner man” from the dungeon 

of this world to the kingdom of light was accomplished 

by his "knowledge of who we were and what we have 

become; where we were and where we have been cast; 

whither we are hastening, whence we are being redeemed; 

what birth is, and what rebirth.” 

As the cosmological descent of the soul through the 

spheres of the cosmos had carried it further and further 

from the transcendent God, so its soteriological ascent 

carried it back through the layers and enabled it to throw 

off, stage by stage, the accretions that had separated it 

from its true origin within the divine reality. As the 

Ophites ascended, they spoke the appropriate passwords 

at each stage, including this one: "And thou, laldabaoth, 

first and seventh, born to have power with boldness, be¬ 

ing ruling Word of a pure mind, a perfect work for Son 

and Father, I bear a symbol marked with a picture of 

life, and, having opened to the world the gate which 

thou didst close for thine eternity, I pass by thy power 

free again. May grace be with me. Father, let it be with 

me.” The spiritual men would shed their souls and, 

having become intelligent spirits, would be admitted 

into the very pleroma; and, continued Ptolemy, "then 

the fire hidden in the cosmos will shine forth and ignite 

and become effective in consuming all matter along with 

itself and finally will become nonexistent.” The climax of 

this Valentinian eschatology was not only the deliverance 

of the spirit from the tyranny of the flesh and of this 

world, but the very destruction of the cosmos and of all 

matter. As for the psychic men, they could be saved, too, 

but not automatically. The spiritual men would be saved 

simply because of their spiritual nature, regardless of Iren.Haer. 1.6.2 (Harvey r:54) 
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their conduct, but the psychic would need to have faith 

and to practice sexual continence in order to attain to 

their middle state of salvation. 

The redeeming knowledge brought into this world 

by the Savior was a revelation and, as such, was not gen¬ 

erally available to all men. It was not even available to 

all who styled themselves Christians. Only those who 

had been inducted into the Gnostic mysteries could have 

access to it, for it was contained in a special form, of 

the apostolic tradition, which only the Gnostics had re¬ 

ceived by their own succession. It seems that one of the 

purposes of composing special gospels was to convey 

"the secret words which the living Jesus spoke and 

Didymus Judas Thomas" or some other evangelist (be¬ 

sides Matthew, Mark, Luke, or John) wrote down. As 

Gartner has observed, "It is this secret tradition which 

mediates the truth and is the key to the understanding 

of the sayings of Jesus, and it is therefore not surprising 

that Gnostic circles had a definite tendency to assert their 

own traditions, preserved within their own closed circle, 

as against those of the Church." Therefore the risen 

Christ was represented in the Pistis Sophia as declaring 

that now he would hold nothing back but would speak 

directly, without parables. Parables had been the appro¬ 

priate means of instructing the psychics and of concealing 

the deepest gnosis from the corporeal, but after his resur¬ 

rection he disclosed the full truth to the few in a special 

apostolic succession. 

In the conflict between Gnostic Christians and other 

Christians, therefore, the Gnostics would declare that 

"the truth cannot be extracted from [the Scriptures} by 

those who are ignorant of tradition. For they allege that 

the truth was not delivered by means of written docu¬ 

ments, but viva voce; wherefore also Paul declared, 'But 

we speak wisdom among those that are perfect, but not 

the wisdom of this world.’ " The "perfect” were, of 

course, the Gnostic "spirituals," the elect. To them 

gnosis was delivered from the "few" among the disciples 

to whom the risen Savior had disclosed it during his 

sojourn on earth after the resurrection. This reliance 

on an arcane tradition did not prevent the Gnostics from 

dealing with the New Testament, as is evident from 

the interpretations of the Gospel of John by both Valen¬ 

tinus and Keracleon; but it did permit them to argue 
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that the New Testament could not be properly understood 

except on the basis of the tradition, which supplied the 

key for the "spiritual” exegesis of the New Testament 

writings. Thus Basilides claimed access to the secret 

teachings of Peter, and Valentinus to those of Paul. Only 

with the help of these secret teachings was it possible to 

"explain the ambiguous passages of Scripture” as ref¬ 

erences to the cosmic drama. It was in this sense that the 

Gnostics claimed "the authority of the Scriptures” and 

especially of the New Testament. 

The attitude of Christian Gnostics toward the Old 

Testament seems to have been more complicated. They 

did not, as is sometimes supposed, reject the Old Testa¬ 

ment outright. Within the New Testament they saw 

varying levels of spiritual perception, reflecting different 

degrees of initiation into the sacred mysteries. The Old 

Testament manifested even greater variation, for the 

prophets had spoken their prophecies under the inspira¬ 

tion of different gods. Therefore, although some parts 

of the Old Testament were the work of the seed of the 

pleroma planted in this world, many others were the 

product only of the demiurge, who had also been the 

one who sent the prophets. According to Simonian 

Gnosticism, the angels who made the world also inspired 

the prophets; Saturninus went further and ascribed some 

of the prophecies to Satan. The story of the creation in 

Genesis proved to the Simon Magus of the Clementine 

Recognitions that the God who created the world was 

weak in many ways and that there was a higher God; the 

preoccupation of Gnostic exegesis with Hebrew names, 

especially with Elohim, the name for God, suggests that 

as they ascribed various portions of the Old Testament 

to various divine and demonic powers, so they found 

proof in the fluctuations between various divine names 

that the Supreme Power was not the same as the Creator 

or the "God of the Jews.” Like other Christians, the 

Gnostics stratified the law of Moses. Ptolemy distin¬ 

guished three strata: the first was completed by the 

Savior; the second was entirely destroyed; the third was 

translated and changed from the literal to the spiritual. 

But he also asserted that parts of the law had come from 

men, not from any god. 

The ambivalence in the Gnostic treatment of the Old 

Testament indicates that Marcion’s attitude toward it 



Outside the Mainstream 94 

was both more extreme and more consistent. With him, 

the other Gnostics shared a deepening hostility to the 

creation and the Creator, the God of the Jews; but while 

his literal exegesis of the Old Testament led him to 

repudiate its scriptural authority, their allegorical inter¬ 

pretation enabled them to ascribe to it a partial validity— 

which was, after all, the only validity they were willing 

to assign even to the New Testament. Thus it was both 

from "the writings of the evangelists and the apostles" 

iren.Haer.i.3.6 (Harvey 1:31) and from "the law and the prophets" that they supported 

their doctrines. 

Although the anti-Gnostic fathers would not concede 

the Gnostics’ right to use the Christian Scriptures in that 

way—or, according to Tertullian, in any other way—the 

parallels between certain Gnostic doctrines and those that 

have been acknowledged as orthodox are too striking to 

be ignored. Two apparent analogies between Gnosticism 

and orthodoxy have been of particular interest: Gnosti¬ 

cism’s connections with the thought of Paul and John 

and its affinities with the "Christian gnosis" of Clement 

and Origen. The discovery of the Gospel of Truth has 

raised .in a new form the historical problem of the 

similarities in language, and perhaps also in content, be¬ 

tween it and the Gospel of John. John was the favorite 

Gospel of at least some Gnostic teachers, especially of 

those who belonged to the Valentinian school; the Gospel 

of Truth contains many echoes of the Gospel of John, 

and various Valentinian teachers commented on the 

Fourth Gospel. It seems undeniable that the motifs of 

descent and ascent appeared in John and that they bore 

some genetic relation to these motifs in Gnostic specula¬ 

tion. The Savior in John was one who had descended from 

heaven as the light of the world. He came to judge the 

world and its prince, the devil, and to restore to the 

light those who had strayed. Stated in this form, the story 

of the Gospel of John was one that the Gnostics could 

have recognized as their own. "Yet it is a story which, 

though Gnostic and mythological in form, is not Gnostic 

r.Grant (1959) 174 in content." For the history it recounted had really hap¬ 

pened; the protagonist was a real man, with flesh and 

blood and failings, rather than a phantasm. The emphasis 

of the Gospel of John on the historicity of its account 

separated it from the mythopoeic imaginations of even 

the most Christian among the Gnostics. 
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Similarly, the Gnostic echoes in the Pauline epistles 

are quite striking, but not finally decisive, not even if we 

include as Pauline epistles those to the Ephesians and 

Colossians. Portions of these latter epistles have been 

identified, with perhaps some justification, as citations 

from Gnostic hymns; there is an impressive body of 

shared terminology between these two epistles and the 

Gnostic teachers, most strikingly perhaps in the term 

"fullness [7rA?jpa)/xa],’’ which, although it appeared else¬ 

where in the New Testament, acquired what might be 

called ontological significance only in these two letters. 

The Gnostic use of i Corinthians 2:6, to which we have 

already referred, is additional evidence of the affinities 

between the Pauline and the Gnostic understanding of the 

elect in the church. Similarly, the Pauline letters to the 

Corinthians called Satan "the god of this age” and spoke 

of the rulers of this age {^dp^ovre*? rov aioTos tovtov~\ 

in a terminology resembling that of the Gnostic 

masters. 

Yet those very letters provided the final line of 

demarcation between such language and Gnostic meta¬ 

physics: "Although there may be so-called gods in heaven 

or on earth—as indeed there are many 'gods’ and many 

'lords’—yet for us there is one God, the Father, from 

whom are all things and for whom we exist, and one Lord, 

Jesus Christ, through whom are all things and through 

whom we exist. However, not all possess this knowledge.” 

Whatever may have been the existential relation between 

religious devotees and their "gods” or "lords,” there 

was in fact one God and one Lord: this against all Gnostic 

mythology and polytheism. Indeed, if Ephesians, Colos¬ 

sians, and the pastoral epistles—or any part of this later 

corpus—may legitimately be called Pauline, it seemis safe 

to say that "Paul” (whether the apostle himself or his 

pupils, who felt justified in using his name) regarded 

incipient Gnosticism as a sufficient threat to the gospel 

to address specific letters against it and to urge defense 

of the deposit of the faith in response to its challenge. 

The relation between the Gnosticism we have been 

examining and the "Christian gnosis” of Clement and 

Origen is considerably more ambiguous. This is not 

only because, especially in Clement, the term "Gnostic” 

was used as a title for the Christian intellectual, but be¬ 

cause these Alexandrian theologians shared many of 
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the ideas we have been describing. Some passages in the 

writings of Clement do suggest the preexistence of the 

human soul, and Origen’s doctrine of a prehistoric fall 

from essence to existence bears more than formal affinities 

with the Gnostic myth of cosmological descent. More 

generally, Origen seems to have shared the Gnostic pre¬ 

supposition that "temporal events are an image of what 

Danieiou (1955) 194 takes place in the world of pure spirits," which deter¬ 

mined his way of interpreting biblical history. Origen’s 

eschatology was reminiscent of the soteriological ascent 

in Gnostic teaching. For him, too, the soul had come 

down from a purely spiritual state and would eventually 

be restored to that state; this applied to all spirits, even 

to the devil. Finally, no one can fail to be reminded of 

Gnosticism when he reads Clement’s claim to possess a 

secret tradition, neither published in the Mew Testament 

nor known to the common people; one of his terms for 

this secret tradition was "gnosis.’’ On the basis of this 

substantial body of common teaching between Gnosticism 

and the thought of the Alexandrian theologians, would 

one be justified in regarding Clement and Origen as the 

right wing of Christian Gnosticism rather than as the left 

wing of Christian orthodoxy? 

A consideration of the entire body of their thought 

makes such an interpretation, however attractive it may 

be, finally untenable; for at each of the points of similar¬ 

ity, crucial differences appear which set Clement and 

Origen apart from the Gnostic systems. Quite simply put, 

"Origen was not a Gnostic because the Bible forbade him 

Hanson (1959) 371 to be one." Neither he nor Clement would allow his 

speculations about aeons or spirits to threaten the oneness 

of God: the Supreme God was the Creator and the Father 

of Jesus Christ. Even amid all the allegorization of Old 

Testament accounts by both Clement and Origen, the 

historicity of these accounts was not denied; it was simply 

relegated to a position of secondary importance. Above 

all, the historical reality of the birth, death, and resurrec¬ 

tion of Christ stood firm against any Gnostic docetism. 

This reality was the guarantee of redemption and the 

foundation of the church, which was catholic and in¬ 

cluded all sorts and conditions of men, not merely the 

spiritual elite. The vigor of the defense against Gnos¬ 

ticism, evident, for example, in Origen’s running battle 

with Heracleon over the exegesis of the Gospel of John, 

illustrates both the attraction which Gnostic speculation 
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held for Origen and his final inability to square it with 

the testimony of Scripture as this was believed, taught, 

and confessed by the church. 

Nevertheless, at each of the points we have sum¬ 

marized, Gnosticism served as a reminder of what the 

theologians of the church, including Clement and Origen, 

may have been inclined to forget. The myths about the 

divine abyss counterweighed the oversimplification im¬ 

plicit in the doctrine of divine impassibility, which 

seemed to reduce the paradox of mercy and wrath to a 

rational formula. The idea of the cosmological descent 

of the spirit spoke more meaningfully about man’s 

alienation from the world, from his own true being, 

and from God than the moralistic anthropology of many 

church theologians. For all its docetism, the Gnostic pic¬ 

ture of the Savior came closer in some ways to certain 

themes of the New Testament than did the definition of 

Christ as the giver of the new lav/. Above all, Christian 

Gnosticism was a religion of redemption and of the 

reconciliation of the human spirit with the ineffable great¬ 

ness of God. It represented a fundamental distortion of 

Christian doctrine at each of these points, and the church 

had to resist it. But it also represented a serious effort 

to come to terms with issues of Christian doctrine from 

which no theologian, be he orthodox or heretical, could 

escape. 

The New Prophecy 

One of the earliest schisms or heresies in the ancient 

church was that called forth by the work of Montanus, 

a Phrygian presbyter around the middle of the second 

century. Surprisingly little is known of his actual teach¬ 

ing, still less of the particulars in his biography; we are 

not even sure just when his work began, although it was 

sometime between about 135 and 173. The principal 

sources available to us today on Montanism stem from 

its catholic opponents, in whose writings we must make 

the customary allowances for distortion, and from its 

later adherent, Tertullian; the reliability of his writings 

as an index to the original proclamation of the Montanist 

sect must be subjected to serious question as well. The 
Hipp.tf^r.8.19.1 (GCS -j. • jj j ... jij 
26:238) Montamsts produced many sacred writings and evoked 

Eus.H.e.5.16.1 (gcs 9:460) other writings directed against them; but most of these 

have not been transmitted to us. 

Working from the existing source material, Nathanael 
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Bonwetsch (1881) 139 

Bonwetsch defined primitive Montanism as follows: "An 

effort to shape the entire life of the church in keeping 

with the expectation of the return of Christ, immediately 

at hand; to define the essence of true Christianity from 

this point of view; and to oppose everything by which 

conditions in the church were to acquire a permanent 

form for the purpose of entering upon a longer historical 

development.” In the explication of his thesis, Bonwetsch 

placed the principal stress upon Montanism’s attitude to¬ 

ward questions of the Christian life in relation to the 

world, and he saw it as the first outstanding movement to 

be called forth by a concern with these questions. Our 

interest here is in the doctrinal presuppositions and impli¬ 

cations of that concern in the Montanists, and in the 

impact that the Montanist sect had upon the teaching 

of the greater church. 

Schepelern (1929) 162 

The effort to explain most major phenomena in the 

early church on the basis of pagan influence has brought 

about the thesis that for an explanation of Montanism 

we are to look to the orgiastic religions of Phrygia. For 

some phenomena in the ancient church (for example, 

Gnosticism), this effort has produced irrefutable evidence 

of pagan influence in the early Christian movement. But 

a meticulous examination of the sources by Wilhelm 

Schepelern shows, it seems quite conclusively, that though 

there are traces of general pagan influence in Montanist 

piety, "Montanism arose from ground soaked with blood 

—not the blood of the raging slashed adherents of the 

cult of Cybele, but the blood of Christian martyrs; and 

Montanism grew in an atmosphere saturated not with 

Phrygian mystery ideas, but with the apocalyptic con¬ 

ceptions of Judaism and Christianity.” Noteworthy in 

this connection is the absence in the earliest anti- 

Montanist polemics of any mention of cultic aberrations 

in the movement, and cultus would seem to have been 

the first place for the influence of the pagan mysteries to 

manifest itself. 

Specifically, the explanation of the origins of 

Montanism lies in the fact that when the apocalyptic 

vision became less vivid and the church’s polity more 

rigid, the extraordinary operations of the Spirit character¬ 

istic of the early church diminished in both frequency 

and intensity. The decline in the eschatological hope and 

the rise of the monarchical episcopate are closely inter- 
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related phenomena worthy of special treatment; both 

indicate a process of settling already at work in the second- 

century church, and perhaps earlier, by which many Chris¬ 

tians were beginning to adjust themselves to the pos¬ 

sibility that the church might have to live in the world 

for a considerable time to come. Part of that process of 

settling was the gradual decline, both in intensity and in 

frequency, of the charismata that had been so prominent 

in the earlier stages of the Christian movement. 

The Ascension of Isaiah, an apocryphal Christian addi¬ 

tion to the Book of Isaiah, dating probably from the latter 

part of the first century or at the latest the early part of 

the second century of the Christian era, described in 

quasi-apocalyptic language what was going to happen: 

"And there will be a great contention about his advent 

and his coming. . . . And the Holy Spirit will withdraw 

from many. Nor will there be in those days many prophets 

or those who speak things confirmed, except a few in a 

few places. . . . And they will neglect the prophecy of 

the prophets who were before me, neglecting my visions 

as well.’’ It would be useful to investigate how long 

visions, dreams, and apocalypses continued in the church, 

along with the claim to speak on behalf of the Holy 

Spirit, and how all of this died out among the laity but 

continued among the clergy, and especially among the 

monks. Celsus attested to the presence of "prophets’’ in 

Palestine and Phoenicia. Justin Martyr based his case 

against Judaism partly on the claim that "among us until 

now there are prophetic charismata,’’ while they had died 

out among the Jews; and Irenaeus described the many 

brethren in the church of his day who had these 

charismata, speaking in tongues by the Spirit, bringing 

out the secrets of men’s hearts and the mysteries of God. 

Though not a Montanist, Cyprian contended that the 

church had a greater share of visions, revelations, and 

dreams than did they, and Eusebius’s anonymous anti- 

Montanist critic believed that "the apostle declares that 

the prophetic charisma should continue to be in the entire 

church until the last parousia.’’ It therefore seems to be 

correct to note that this type of prophetic speech was at 

home in the Montanist sect and in the greater church. 

But the tone of this insistence on the part of the critics of 

Montanism seems to indicate a certain amount of em¬ 

barrassment on their part that in practice if not in prin- 
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ciple the charismata were becoming rarer and rarer. 

Despite their assertion of the theoretical possibility of 

prophecy in the church, the other guarantees of the 

presence and work of the Spirit in their midst were be¬ 

coming so firm in their minds that when Montanism 

claimed to actualize this theoretical possibility with a 

vengeance, they were put to a severe test. 

Such was indeed the claim of Montanism. Montanus 

himself seems to have made the claim that the promise 

of Jesus concerning the Paraclete had been uniquely ful¬ 

filled in him. He was gifted with visions and special 

revelations. One of these seems to have been that the 

end was near at hand, and that the coming of the Para¬ 

clete was the last sign to precede that end. Eusebius’s 

anonymous source asserted that Montanus "spoke and 

made strange sounds, prophesying in a manner different 

from that which was traditional in the church from the 

beginning.” This may or may not mean that Montanus 

was caught up in ecstatic speech, but it does seem clear 

that Montanus believed he had inspiration from God. 

What is more, he promised this inspiration to his adher¬ 

ents. Notably, it descended upon two of his disciples, 

both women, and these prophetesses were filled with the 

Holy Spirit and spoke what was revealed to them in this 

ecstatic condition. This continued in the Montanist com¬ 

munity for some time; Tertullian spoke of a "sister among 

us today" who had the charismata of revelation during 

worship, conversing with angels, and sometimes even 

with the Lord himself. The Passion of Perpetua and 

Felicitas, contemporary with Tertullian if not actually 

written or at least edited by him, spoke of acknowledging 

and honoring the new prophecies and visions and the 

other powers of the Holy Spirit which had come upon 

the church in this latter day. 

It is important to note at this point that the central 

content of these visions, revelations, prophecies, and 

dreams was not doctrinal but ethical. Tertullian insisted 

that the Paraclete had come to establish a new discipline, 

not a new teaching. Hippolytus and the other early 

critics of the Montanist movement laid greater stress upon 

its moral innovations and rigor than upon any theological 

aberrations in it, although Montanism was eventually 

important on this latter score as well. Specifically, Mon¬ 

tanism asserted that the gifts of the Spirit were absent 
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in the church on account of its moral laxity. The marriage 

ethic of the church was permitting widows and widowers 

to remarry, when according to the Montanists the demand 

of monogamy, stated in the phrase "husband of one 

1 Tim.3:2 wife,’’ forbade multiple marriage in series as well as in 

parallel, as indeed it had for some earlier Christian writers 

Herm.Mand.4.4 (sc 53:162) such as Hermas. The church was growing lax in the 

enforcement of fasting, but the Montanists insisted that 

_ T . the rapid approach of the end demanded greater strictness 
Tert.Je/un.17.7 (CCSL r ,rr . 6 

2 ^276) than ever in fasting. These questions, together with issues 

Tert..F«g.i. 1 (ccsl 2:1135) like flight from martyrdom and penitential discipline, 

formed the principal emphasis of the new prophecy. With 

a sternness and zeal that has tended to characterize the 

moral reformers of the church more than its doctrinal or 

theological reformers, Montanism called the church to 

repent, for the kingdom of God was now finally at hand. 

This would seem to have been the quality in Montanism 

that attracted men like Tertullian, whose writings are one 

of our few primary sources for Montanist teaching. 

His reliability as such a source constitutes a major prob¬ 

lem. On the one hand, his Montanism dated from a 

period almost two generations later than the origins of 

the movement; and it is almost axiomatic that two genera¬ 

tions can and usually do alter the character and emphasis 

of a movement considerably. On the other hand, Tertul¬ 

lian himself was obviously a man of such strong mind 

and will as to support the conjecture that he changed 

Montanism at least as much as he was changed by it. 

This seems certainly to have been the case with his 

eschatology, and it may well be true throughout his 

theology. Not for its theological novelty, if any, was 

he drawn to it, but for its moral zeal, so that, in Bon- 

wetsch’s apt formulation, "what he had previously de¬ 

manded as a consequence of a pietistic and rigoristic 

conception of Christianity, he now required as a Mon- 

Bonwetsch (1881) 119 tanist on the basis of divine authority.’’ Nevertheless, 

when it comes to the question of the doctrinal significance 

of Montanism, it is upon Tertullian’s testimony that we 

must rely in great measure, testing it as well as we can 

against the other scraps of information that are available. 

This doctrinal significance is to be sought in two principal 

areas, in the doctrine of the Trinity and in the concept 

of the Spirit and of authority in the church. 

The problem of the interpretation of the Trinity in 
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Montanism revolves chiefly around the issue of the Para¬ 

clete. It has been suggested that the idea of the Paraclete 

played a minor role, if any, in the earliest stage of the 

Montanist movement; against this suggestion stands the 

traditional notion that Montanism was "a faith in the mis¬ 

sion of the Paraclete, incarnate in the person of Mon- 

tanus.” Tertullian’s usage of the term "Paraclete” seems 

to have been quite ambiguous; even Labriolle must grant 

that there is "a small difficulty” in discovering its meaning 

in the treatise Against Praxeas, finding only one place in 

that treatise where it was "without doubt” intended to 

mean Montanus in person. 

From our sources it seems likely that when he was 

caught up in ecstatic rapture, Montanus spoke of the 

Paraclete in the first person: "I am the Paraclete.” Ac¬ 

cording to Epiphanius, Montanus said: "I am the Lord 

God Almighty, who have descended in a man”; and 

again: "It is neither an angel nor an elder that has come, 

but I, the Lord God.” Didymus the Blind transmitted 

another oracle that he had heard attributed to Montanus: 

"I am the Father and the Son and the Paraclete.” On the 

basis of such oracles some of the later critics of Mon¬ 

tanism were moved to maintain that Montanus identified 

himself with the Holy Spirit in an essential way; so, for 

example, Cyril of Jerusalem wrote that Montanus "had 

the audacity to say that he himself was the Holy Spirit.” 

But a comparison between the statements attributed to 

Montanus in this regard and other similar statements, 

both Christian and pagan, in those who cultivated the 

practice of ecstatic speech would seem to indicate that this 

interpretation is not accurate. It would appear, rather, 

that such formulas express the sense of passivity as an 

instrument or mouthpiece of the divine which is character¬ 

istic of this practice, not the arrogation to himself by a 

human being of the claim to deity. Epiphanius also quoted 

Montanus as saying: "Behold, man is like a lyre.” What 

this practice eventually became in Montanism is perhaps 

quite another matter, but in the case of Montanus himself 

and of his immediate successors, it would appear to be the 

more likely conclusion that the practice had this instru¬ 

mental nature. 

Such a conclusion is borne out also by the fact that 

through Maximilla, one of the prophetesses, the Spirit 

said: "I am the Word and the Spirit and the 
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Power.” Maximilla did not claim these prerogatives for 

herself, but for the Spirit that spoke through her. The 

almost liturgical character of the utterance suggests that 

this may have been a peculiar Montanist form of the 

doctrine of the Trinity. In that case, "Word” would refer 

to the Logos, with more stress on its nature as the spoken 

word than on the philosophical and cosmological con¬ 

notations usually implied in the term. Then "Power” 

would have to refer to the Father. But in much of early 

Christian usage, power was usually connected with the 

Holy Spirit; in such a passage as Luke 1:35, the two 

terms seem to be parallel. On the other hand, "Father” 

did connote power in Christian language, particularly in 

those writers who came to associate the title with crea¬ 

tion, making God the Father of the cosmos and of all men 

rather than the Father of the Lord Jesus Christ and 

derivatively of all believers. The possibility does exist 

that this was a trinitarian formulation; it does not seem 

plausible that here "the Spirit is defining himself with 

one general term and two others.” More significant, how¬ 

ever, is the realization that such a formulation as this 

could have been a quite orthodox doctrine of the Trinity 

in the second half of the second century. 

Eventually, however, Montanism may have gone much 

farther than did its original founders. This is the impres¬ 

sion given by an inscription discovered in Numidia: 

"Flavius, grandsire of the household. In the name of 

the Father and the Son [and] of the Lord Muntanus. 

What he promised, he performed.” The inscription is 

obviously not of pagan origin; at the same time, it would 

militate against the entire faith and practice of the cath¬ 

olic and orthodox church to insert the name of a saint 

into the name of the Holy Trinity. Hence the effort to 

connect the "Muntanus” mentioned here with an ortho¬ 

dox Carthaginian martyr of that name creates considerable 

difficulty. At most, as in a famous passage of Justin on 

the angels, such a name might be closely linked to those 

of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, but not substituted for 

one of them. It would seem that this is an inscription from 

late Montanism. If this is truly the case, then it might 

follow that sometime in the course of its development— 

and it seems impossible to date the inscription—Mon¬ 

tanism had among its adherents some who took the 

identification of Montanus with the Paraclete quite 
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literally, including him as the third person in the Trinity. 

Whether or not one accepts the further reports of the 

fathers that in the fourth century the Montanists were 

baptizing in the name of Priscilla or of Montanus, it 

does seem possible that in this later stage of its devel¬ 

opment Montanism had parted company with the great 

church in the doctrine of the Trinity. 

Though this was decidedly a later development, still 

some of it may have been implicit in the movement all 

along. Hippolytus, while acknowledging in all fairness 

that some members of the Montanist sect "confess the 

Father as the God of everything and the Creator of all 

things, in agreement with the church, and they witness to 

Christ in accordance with the gospel,” reported that there 

was one party among the Montanists who, in his words, 

"agreeing with the heresy of the Noetians say that the 

Father is himself the Son, and that he underwent birth 

and suffering and death.” This is substantiated by the 

report of Pseudo-Tertullian, Against All Heresies. After 

describing the general blasphemy of the Montanists, who 

claimed that the Paraclete, speaking through Montanus, 

had gone beyond the revelation in Christ, this treatise 

went on to speak of a group following Aeschines, who 

"add this, that they say that Christ himself is the Son 

and the Father.” In other words, they would seem to 

have embraced the doctrine that Father, Son, and Floly 

Spirit were only successive modes of manifestation of 

the one God. In that case, the manifestation of God as 

Son in Jesus would have been followed by the manifesta¬ 

tion of the one God as Paraclete in Montanus, each in 

turn. Such language about the Trinity was in itself quite 

acceptable in the second century, and even later; but 

when the church went beyond it to formulate the dogma 

of the Trinity, those Montanists who continued to use 

this language as a way of including Montanus in the mani¬ 

festations of God found themselves heretical on this 

score as well. 

It would be a mistake to gather from this that Mon¬ 

tanism necessarily implied such a doctrine. On the con¬ 

trary, the most powerful statement of the case against 

the doctrine came from the Montanist Tertullian. In his 

treatise against Praxeas, he accused this Roman presbyter 

of two errors: "He threw out prophecy and brought in 

heresy; he put the Paraclete to flight and crucified the 

Father.” The treatise was devoted to a critique of the 
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doctrine that spoke of the Father as suffering and being 

crucified; hence its eventual name "Patripassianism.” And 

it was Tertullian, writing as a Montanist, who attacked 

a doctrine of the identity between the Father and the 

Son that some of his Montanist brethren were eventually 

to employ as a theological rationale for their system. 

There was room for partisans of both brands of trinitarian 

theology in the Montanist sect—so long as they did not 

remarry after their wives had died. 

In any case, the crucial place for an examination of 

the significance of Montanism for the history of the doc¬ 

trine of the Trinity is Tertullian. Is it correct to say that 

"what individual adherents of the new prophecy did for 

the theological articulation of the doctrine of the Trinity 

did not come from their Montanism" ? Or is it more 

accurate to suggest that Montanism taught Tertullian to 

think of the Paraclete in more personal terms than he had 

in his early works, so that he came to a more metaphysical 

doctrine of the Trinity? With certain reservations, the 

second alternative seems preferable, partly for sheer 

chronological reasons. The early writings of Tertullian 

tended to stress the Father and the Son at the expense 

of the Floly Spirit; those which definitely dated from the 

Montanist period, on the other hand, did contain a more 

metaphysical doctrine of the "Trinity”—a word which 

Tertullian seems to have been the first theologian to 

employ in Latin. The emphasis in Montanism on the 

Spirit is the explanation of this shift that suggests itself 

most insistently. The great influence of Tertullian on the 

subsequent trinitarian discussion would mean, then, that 

while some Montanists held to a naive formula for the 

Trinity that was shared by other Christians, Tertullian’s 

Montanism helped him to insights by which the church 

eventually transcended this formula and developed a 

more consistent doctrine of the Trinity. 

More critical than Montanism’s theory of the role of 

the Spirit in the Trinity was its conception of the role of 

the Spirit in the church, and it was at this point that 

the principal doctrinal battle was joined. Montanism 

laid claim to supernatural inspiration by the Holy Spirit 

as the source of its prophecy, and it pointed to the moral 

decline of the church as the main reason for its having 

lost this power of the Spirit. Most orthodox writers in 

the second and even in the third century maintained that 

such inspiration by the Holy Spirit was not only possible, 
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but present and active in the church. In meeting the chal¬ 

lenge of Montanism, they could not, for the most part, 

take the approach that the age of supernatural inspiration 

had passed. Among the earliest critics of Montanism, 

there was no effort to discredit the supernatural character 

of the new prophecy. Instead, these critics affirmed that 

the ecstatic seizures of the Montanists were indeed super¬ 

natural in origin, but claimed that the supernatural in¬ 

volved was not the Holy Spirit of God but demonic 

spirits. Yet the decline of genuine prophecy and of the 

extraordinary functioning of the Spirit among the ranks 

of the catholic church tended to reduce the effectiveness 

of this charge that the prophecy of the Montanists was a 

pseudoprophecy because its supernatural source was 

demonic. 

There was another way to meet the doctrinal implica¬ 

tions of the Montanist challenge, and in the long run 

that was the way orthodoxy took. The first articulate 

spokesman of this viewpoint of whom there is record was 

Hippolytus of Rome, a contemporary of Tertullian. Ap¬ 

parently he recognized that the weakness which Mon¬ 

tanism had discovered in the church lay in the church’s 

concept of a continuing prophecy. This concept was of a 

piece with a vivid eschatology; for apocalyptic has always, 

as suggested by its very name, which means "revelatory,” 

brought with it the notion of supplementary revelation, 

by which, among other things, the apocalypticist is con¬ 

vinced that the end has truly come. More consistently than 

most of the anti-Montanist writers were willing to do, 

Hippolytus subjected to question the very foundations 

of the Montanist movement. He was franker than most 

of his contemporaries in admitting that the church was 

not necessarily living in the last times, and in opposition 

to Montanism he defended the process by which the 

church was beginning to reconcile itself to the delay in 

the Lord’s second coming. As he pushed the time of the 

second coming into the future, so he pushed the time of 

prophecy into the past. It had ended with the apostle 

John, whose Apocalypse Hippolytus maintained was the 

last valid prophecy to have come from the Holy Spirit. 

And though John was entitled to claim the inspiration of 

the Spirit for his prophetic work, later so-called prophets 

had no such right. 

By setting the authority of the biblical prophets, both 
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in the Old and in the New Testament, against the claims 

of the new prophets, Hippolytus struck at the foundation 

of the Montanist movement. But in so doing, Hippolytus 

and the theologians that followed him also struck at the 

Christian movement that had preceded them. As Sche- 

pelern has summarized the situation, "A half century ear¬ 

lier such a movement could still count on ecclesiastical rec¬ 

ognition. Between the preaching of judgment by John and 

that by Montanus, however, there lies the decisive phase in 

the development of the church’s organization and minis¬ 

try, and the free manifestations of the Spirit protest 

against their authority in vain.” The simple fact was that 

in the context of the course that church doctrine was tak¬ 

ing by that time, Montanism was obsolete and could not 

succeed or survive. Its principal significance for the 

development of church doctrine was to serve as an index 

to the gradual solidification of the church’s message and 

work, and to its inevitable need for fixed forms of dogma 

and creed. 

Montanism was obsolete because the church had begun 

to find its most trustworthy guarantees of the presence 

and functioning of the Holy Spirit in the threefold apos¬ 

tolic authority taught by Irenaeus rather than in the 

ecstasy and prophecy that the Paraclete granted to the ad¬ 

herents of Montanism. In the face of this situation the 

apocalyptic spontaneity of Montanism was "an attempt at 

restoration which could not count on any recognition” 

and had no place in a church that was soon to make its 

peace not only with the empire but with the world as such. 

And by the adoption of the threefold norm for the 

church’s life and teaching, orthodox Christianity funda¬ 

mentally altered a conception of the activity of the Holy 

Spirit that had figured prominently in its earlier history. 

To validate its existence, the church looked increasingly 

not to the future, illumined by the Lord’s return, nor to 

the present, illumined by the Spirit’s extraordinary gifts, 

but to the past, illumined by the composition of the apos¬ 

tolic canon, the creation of the apostolic creed, and the 

establishment of the apostolic episcopate. To meet the 

test of apostolic orthodoxy, a movement or idea had to 

measure up to these norms. 

In this way the apostles became a sort of spiritual 

aristocracy, and the first century a golden age of the 

Spirit’s activity. The difference between the Spirit’s activ- 
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ity in the days of the apostolic church and in the history 

of the church now became a difference not only of degree 

but fundamentally of kind, and the promises of the New 

Testament on the coming of the Holy Spirit were referred 

primarily to the Pentecost event and only through that 

event, via the apostles, to the subsequent ages of the 

church. The promise that the Spirit would lead into all 

truth, which figured prominently in Montanist doctrine, 

now meant principally, if not exclusively, that the Spirit 

would lead the apostles into all truth as they composed 

the creed and the books of the New Testament, and the 

church into all truth when it was built on their founda¬ 

tion. Here, too, the transition was gradual, and it was 

not complete. The history of the church has never been 

altogether without the spontaneous gifts of the Holy 

Spirit, even where the authority of the apostolic norms 

has been most incontestable. In the experiences of monks 

and friars, of mystics and seers, as well as in the under¬ 

ground religion of many believers, the Montanist heresy 

has carried on a sort of unofficial existence. 
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Criteria of Apostolic Continuity 

In one way or another, each of the three controversies 

studied in this chapter dealt with the question of continu¬ 

ity. Marcion severed the bond between Christian revela¬ 

tion and the Old Testament; he isolated the apostle Paul 

from the rest of the apostolic community and attributed 

the full knowledge of the Christian truth about the rela¬ 

tion between law and gospel to Paul alone; and he inter¬ 

preted the developing catholic Christianity of his day as 

an apostasy from truly apostolic, that is, Pauline, teach- 

iftg. The Gnostics radicalized the disjunction between 

creation and redemption and made of it an ontological 

principle, rooted within the very nature of the divine 

reality itself; they attributed to the apostles of Christ a 

pedagogical accommodation to the erroneous thought 

patterns of their day, which meant that true gnosis could 

not be derived directly from the apostolic writings, but 

was to be discovered there only with the aid of Gnostic 

hermeneutics; they, too, pitted their Gnostic doctrine, 

which they had received by true succession, against the 

catholic teaching of what came eventually to be regarded 

(thanks in part to these very controversies) as the ortho¬ 

dox mainstream. And the Montanists were, if anything, 
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even more explicit than either Marcion or the Valentin- 

ians in setting forth the idea of a fall of the church since 

the apostolic age, brought on by the worldliness of its 

life and the compromises in its teaching; the true succes¬ 

sion from the apostles lay with those who, like the apos¬ 

tles, continued to receive the special revelations promised 

by Christ to the apostles and by them to the church in all 

subsequent generations. 

Each of these systems of doctrine asserted that authen¬ 

tic continuity lay with it, and that the catholic claim to 

continuity was illegitimate. The question was: What are 

the criteria of doctrinal continuity? And if the answer 

was "the consanguinity of doctrine with that of the apos¬ 

tles,” or the claim that "Christ comes with a message from 

God, and the apostles with a message from Christ,” this 

simply moved the question over one notch, to the issue of 

apostolic continuity. It was presumably with some of 

these heretical claims in mind that Clement of Alexan¬ 

dria propounded his definition of the true Gnostic as one 

who had matured in the Scriptures (that is, of both the 

Old and New Testament) and who maintained apostolic 

and ecclesiastical orthodoxy in doctrine; this was, he said, 

a life of words and actions in conformity with "the tradi¬ 

tion of the Lord.” This was merely one obiter dictum 

among many in the Stromata; some of the others laid 

claim to secret revelation in a manner reminiscent of the 

Gnostics. 

A more systematic statement of this doctrine of apos¬ 

tolic continuity is found in the preface to the most im¬ 

portant work of Clement’s pupil, Origen, On First Prin¬ 

ciples. It has been preserved only in the Latin version of 

the book prepared by Rufinus, which has been so dis¬ 

torted in other passages (where there happen to exist 

fragments of the Greek original) that scholars have been 

extremely skeptical about basing any argument concern¬ 

ing the teaching of Origen only upon passages in Rufin- 

us’s translation—especially if such passages set forth the 

party line of mainstream orthodox catholic doctrine. Lor 

the purposes of the history of church doctrine, however, 

the difficulties created by Rufinus’s expurgated text are not 

as devastating as they would be if Origen’s theology were 

our primary focus of interest. If the passage is authentic 

Origen, it shows him to have been a champion of emerg¬ 

ing catholic orthodoxy; if it is not authentic, but has been 
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doctored by Rufinus, it is still a strikingly complete and 

accurate summary of how that catholic orthodoxy defined 

the criteria of apostolic continuity—-sufficiently complete 

and accurate, indeed, to provide an outline for our sum¬ 

mary as well. 

From the statements of the Gospel of John that "grace 

and truth came through Jesus Christ” and that Christ was 

"the truth” in person, it followed that the only reliable 

source for the Christian life lay in the very words and 

teachings of Christ. But, continued Origen, the words of 

Christ did not include only the words which he spoke 

while he was in the flesh, for Christ had also been the 

Word of God active in Moses and the prophets. To as¬ 

sert the authority of the word of Christ, therefore, was 

simultaneously to affirm its continuity with the revelation 

set down in the Old Testament. This continuity was an 

essential element in authentic apostolic tradition. It was 

denied outright by Marcion, and in effect by Valentinus; 

in Tertullian’s formula, "One man perverts the Scrip¬ 

tures with his hand, another their meaning by his exposi¬ 

tion.” For behind Marcion’s denial of continuity between 

Christ and the Old Testament was his hostility to the 

Creator and the creation, which was increasingly shared 

by the Valentinian and other forms of Christian Gnosti¬ 

cism. Montanism does not seem to have cast similar asper¬ 

sions on the Old Testament, but the newness of the new 

prophecy certainly implied a diminution of the authority 

of the old prophecy, whether Christian or Jewish. 

So intimate was the apostolic continuity with the Old 

Testament that the words of the Old Testament could be 

read as prophecies not only about Christ by the prophets, 

but also by Christ about "the apostles and all the faithful 

in succession.” The mission of the Christian apostles into 

the world, their message and their sufferings—all were 

predicted in the Old Testament. The very boldness of 

Paul in attacking the authority of the Old Testament law 

was predicated on a continuity with the Old Testament and 

on the identity between the God of the law and the God 

preached in Christ. Because that continuity and identity 

did not come into question during the lifetime of the 

apostles, this was truly apostolic doctrine, vindicated as 

such both materially, by its content, and formally, by its 

presence within churches of apostolic foundation. Re¬ 

plying to the Marcionites and to the Valentinians, Ire- 
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naeus argued that "both the apostles and their disciples” 

had taught as the church was teaching concerning the 

difference as well as the unity and harmony between the 

Old Testament and the New. Since the apostles, whom 

Christ had designated "witnesses of every action and of 

every [catholic] doctrine,” had treated the law of the 

Old Testament as the ordinance of the same God whom 

they had known in Christ, it followed that they stood in 

continuity with "the first Testament.” The anti-Gnostic 

fathers turned the tables on their opponents by maintain¬ 

ing that the very basis of the Gnostic and especially of 

the Marcionite case—-the polemic of the New Testament, 

specifically of the apostle Paul, against the law of Moses 

—served to confirm the case for the authority of the Old 

Testament within the apostolic tradition. In support of 

his position on the continuity between the Testaments, 

Irenaeus also cited a presbyter who had been a pupil of 

the apostles. 

This defense of the Old Testament, however, presup¬ 

posed the correctness of spiritual interpretation as the 

method for discovering the Scriptures’ deeper meaning. 

The teaching that the Scriptures had a meaning which 

was not evident at first sight was, Origen asserted, unani¬ 

mously accepted throughout the church and belonged to 

the universally acknowledged content of the ecclesiastical 

and apostolic tradition. This claim was, however, com¬ 

promised by the Gnostic use of the allegorical method to 

interpret not only the Old Testament but the New, not 

only Genesis but the Gospel of John. This was consistent 

with the Gnostics’ application of the contrast between 

the psychic and the spiritual man in i Corinthians 2:14— 

15 to the difference between the Gnostic interpreter of 

Scripture and the catholic. Quoting this very passage 

from Paul, Irenaeus contended that only the true spiritual 

could discern the "character of the divine economy” in 

the Old Testament. There had been two Testaments in 

the two peoples, but the apostolic doctrine was that the 

Old Testament contained "types” both of the church and 

of heaven. To "search the Scriptures” meant to find evi¬ 

dences that the Son of God had been "planted” through¬ 

out Moses and the prophets. 

Another implication of the apostolic continuity with 

the Old Testament appeared in the context of the same 

passage. The continuity between the Old Testament and 
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the New was a corollary of the oneness of God, as the 

difference between the two Testaments was based on the 

two dispensations of the one God. The continuity of the 

New Testament with the Old required a continuity be¬ 

tween creation and redemption. ''The entire ecumenical 

church has received from the apostles the tradition” that 

the one God who was Maker of heaven and earth was also 

the one who should be addressed as "our Father.” From 

the history of the Old Testament it was evident, Tertul- 

lian said against Marcion, that the title "Father of mer¬ 

cies” properly belonged to the Creator and the title "the 

blessed God” to him who, according to Genesis 1:22, had 

blessed all things and, according to the Book of Daniel, 

was blessed by them. The beauties of the creatures showed 

that it was not unworthy of him to have been their Crea¬ 

tor, as even the history of religion outside the Old and 

New Testament affirmed. Origen summed up this first 

criterion of apostolic continuity in the confession "that 

there is one God, who created and arranged all things,” 

"the God of the apostles and of the Old and New Testa¬ 

ments.” 

A second form of continuity in the apostolic tradition 

was the continuity of the apostles with one another as the 

faithful messengers of Christ. Origen spoke in an utterly 

matter-of-fact way about "the teaching of the apostles,” 

who, like the prophets of the Old Testament, had been in¬ 

spired by the Holy Spirit. This definition of apostolic 

continuity was directed against the isolation of one apos¬ 

tle from the apostolic community. Irenaeus described it 

v as a characteristic of heresy that each heretic selected part 

of the whole apostolic witness and, after adapting it to 

his system, elevated its authority above that of the other 

apostles. The Ebionites denied the authority of any Gos¬ 

pel except the Gospel of Matthew; Marcion accepted only 

the Gospel of Luke; certain other Gnostics, who taught 

that Jesus had suffered but Christ had not, preferred the 

Gospel of Mark; and the Valentinians relied on the Gos¬ 

pel of John. It was especially Marcion who denied the 

continuity of the apostles with one another, asserting that 

Paul was the apostle who knew the truth, because its 

mystery had been communicated to him in a special reve¬ 

lation. Marcion or his followers may even have taught 

that the other apostles could not have been saved, since 

Paul was the only one who was baptized in the Lord. 
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Therefore, according to the Marcionites, the polemic of 

the Epistle to the Galatians against "false apostles” was 

aimed at Peter, James, and John, and at the forged gos¬ 

pels circulating in the churches; even though Marcion 

does not seem to have consistently meant the other apos¬ 

tles with the term "false apostles,” the conflict between 

Peter and Paul was a recurring theme of his teaching. For 

Marcion, Paul was not one apostle among others, but the 

only apostle, and "he did not follow the preaching of the 

apostles.” 

The answer of the church to this elevation of Paul was 

the ascription of apostolic authority to the entire apostolic 

community and to the canon of the New Testament, and, 

consequently, the insistence that there was no conflict be¬ 

tween the teaching of Paul and that of the other apostles. 

"Peter was an apostle of the very same God as Paul was,” 

declared Irenaeus; and Tertullian affirmed that Peter was 

on the same level with Paul in martyrdom. Since Marcion 

had not only elevated Paul above the other apostles but 

elevated the Epistle to the Galatians above the other let¬ 

ters of Paul, placing it first in his collection of the epistles, 

his catholic critics sought to prove out of Galatians that 

Paul regarded himself as part of the apostolic community 

and shared its doctrine. Paul’s visit to Peter, referred to 

in Galatians 1:18, was an acknowledgment of Peter’s of¬ 

fice and of a shared belief and message; "having been 

converted from a persecutor to a preacher, he is intro¬ 

duced as one of the brethren to brethren, by brethren— 

to them, indeed, who had put on faith from the apostles’ 

hands.” In effect, this interpreted the Paul of the Epistle 

to the Galatians on the basis of the Paul of the Book of 

Acts (not accepted as canonical by Marcion and Cerdo), 

one of whose themes was the primacy of the twelve apos¬ 

tles and Paul’s acknowledgment of their authority. The 

report in Galatians was said to harmonize, both logically 

and chronologically, with that in Acts, in fact to be iden¬ 

tical with it. In the interests of this harmonization, the 

text of Galatians 2:5, "To them we did not yield submis¬ 

sion even for a moment,” seems to have been altered to 

say that Paul did yield submission—altered, apparently, 

by the same Irenaeus and Tertullian who attacked Mar¬ 

cion for tampering with the text of the writings of Paul. 

The presupposition for this harmonization was the 

deepening authority of a normative body of writings, in 



Outside the Mainstream 114 

which not only the Paul of Galatians and the Paul of Acts, 

not only Paul and Peter, but the entire body of the apostles 
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2:62) dation. It is not clear how early the term Scripture, as 

applied to one or more of the books now collected in the 

New Testament, began to carry some of the connotations 

of authority it had when applied to the Old Testament. 

2 Peter 3:16 suggests that at least certain Pauline epistles 

were sufficiently invested with these connotations to be 

subjected to the same distortion as "the other Scriptures." 

Attacking such distortion, Irenaeus could speak of "the 

plethora of matters contained in the Scriptures’’ and, as 

the context indicates, mean by this not only the Old Testa- 

iren.Haer.1.1.3 (Harvey 1:13) ment, but collections of books by the apostles. What the 

* apostles had preached viva voce, they had then "handed 
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was to hold in contempt those who had had communion 

iren.H^f.3.1.2 (Harvey 2:6) with Christ the Lord. In the usage of Irenaeus, "Scrip¬ 

ture’’ could still mean nothing more than the Old Testa¬ 

ment, and in almost half of its occurrences it apparently 

did. But it had also come to include what could, from 

that time on, be called the canon of the New Testament. 

"The canon of the New Testament is authoritative 

Scripture.” For the history of doctrine it is the predicate 

rather than the subject of this sentence that must be spe¬ 

cified. The development of the canon is a fascinating and 

important area of research, and one whose history de¬ 

mands new investigation in the light of the texts under 

consideration in this chapter. But it is the doctrine about 

the authority of Scripture, rather than the process by 

which the scope and extent of its canon have been de¬ 

termined, that concerns us here. Historically, to be sure, 

the doctrine and the process have interacted, at the very 

point with which this section is dealing, the criterion of 

apostolicity. As John Knox has observed, "Canonicity 

and apostolicity became almost synonymous terms. . . . 

The argument moved both ways: II Peter, since it was 

presumably written by an apostle, must be accorded 

canonical status; Hebrews, because it obviously deserved 

Knox (1952) 66-67 canonical status, must have been written by an apostle.” 

The list of these canonical or apostolic books continued 

to fluctuate for centuries; what did not fluctuate was the 
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doctrine, precisely formulated for the first time against 

the heresies described in this chapter, that in the canon of 

the New Testament were recorded "the voices of that 

church from which every church has its origin, the voices 

of the mother city of the citizens of the new covenant,” 

the voices of the apostles of Jesus Christ. 

Yet, as Irenaeus observed, when the Gnostics were 

confronted with arguments based on these apostolic Scrip¬ 

tures, they would reply that the Scriptures could not be 

properly understood by anyone who was not privy to "the 

tradition,” that is, the secret body of knowledge not com¬ 

mitted to writing but handed down from the apostles to 

the successive generations of the Gnostic perfect. The 

catholic response to this claim, formulated more fully by 

Irenaeus than by any other Christian writer, was to appeal 

to "that tradition which is derived from the apostles.” 

Unlike the Gnostic tradition, however, this apostolic tra¬ 

dition had been preserved publicly in the churches that 

stood in succession with the apostles. Or, in the formula 

of Origen, it was "the doctrine of the church, transmitted 

in orderly succession from the apostles and remaining in 

the churches to the present day.” Together with the 

proper interpretation of the Old Testament and the 

proper canon of the New, this tradition of the church 

was a decisive criterion of apostolic continuity for the de¬ 

termination of doctrine in the church catholic. 

Clearly it is an anachronism to superimpose upon the 

discussions of the second and third centuries categories 

derived from the controversies over the relation of Scrip¬ 

ture and tradition in the sixteenth century, for "in the 

ante-Nicene Church . . . there was no notion of sola 

Scriptura, but neither was there a doctrine of traditio 

sola.” At the same time, it is essential to note that doc¬ 

trinal, liturgical, and exegetical material of quite differ¬ 

ent sorts was all lumped under the term "tradition,” from 

the christological interpretation of specific passages in the 

Old Testament to a chiliastic interpretation of the apoca¬ 

lyptic vision; and the process of accretion continued far 

beyond the ante-Nicene era. Some of the most important 

issues in the theological interpretation of doctrinal de¬ 

velopment have been raised by disputes over the content 

and the authority of apostolic tradition as a source and 

norm of Christian doctrine and over the relation of this 

tradition to other norms of apostolicity. 
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For Irenaeus, God in Christ was both the origin and 

the content of the tradition. Christ had given the tradition 

to his disciples that the Father was the one and only God. 

This one and only God had been announced by the 

prophets and by the true gospel; he it was whom Chris¬ 

tians worshiped and loved with their whole heart. The 

church had received this gospel tradition from the apos¬ 

tles and had handed it on to her children. Unlike the 

secret traditions of the Gnostics, which had been trans¬ 

mitted only to the chosen few; unlike the new prophecy 

of the Montanists, which separated them from communi¬ 

cation with the brethren, this apostolic tradition had been 

proclaimed as by a town crier. It was characteristic of the 

apostles that what they had learned from Christ, they 

transmitted openly to all, without discriminating against 

anyone. The apostolic tradition was a public tradition: the 

apostles had not taught one set of doctrines in secret and 

another in the open, suppressing a portion of their tradi¬ 

tion to be transmitted through a special succession to the 

Gnostic elite. So palpable was this apostolic tradition that 

even if the apostles had not left behind the Scriptures to 

serve as normative evidence of their doctrine, the church 

would still be in a position to follow "the structure of 

the tradition which they handed on to those to whom they 

committed the churches.” This was, in fact, what the 

church was doing in those barbarian territories where be¬ 

lievers did not have access to the written deposit, but still 

carefuUy guarded the ancient tradition of the apostles, 

summarized in the creed—or, at least, in a very creedlike 

statement of the content of apostolic tradition. 

Like the development of the canon of the New Testa¬ 

ment, the evolution of Christian creeds is an essential and 

unavoidable part of the history of early Christian doc¬ 

trine; almost equally unavoidable is the temptation to 

document the inclusion and exclusion of individual books 

from the canon or of particular articles from the creeds. 

Some amount of such documentation belongs here, but 

only when (and to the extent that) it truly does serve as 

an index to the direction of doctrinal development. More 

immediately relevant here is the claim of the anti-Gnostic 

fathers that their creedal statements of faith were an in¬ 

tegral element in the determination and demonstration 

of apostolic continuity. These statements were integral 

for such continuity before, during, and after the estab- 
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lishment of the canon of the New Testament: before, in 

order that Christians might have the essentials of the 

faith assured to them; during, so that a principle of dis¬ 

crimination might enable the church to sort out the writ¬ 

ings claiming apostolic sanction; and after, because the 

canon of the New Testament was too long and complex 

to act as a standard of faith and needed to be condensed 

into a rule that could be learned and confessed. The term 

"rule of faith” or "rule of truth” did not always refer to 

such creeds and confessions, and seems sometimes to have 

meant the "tradition,” sometimes the Scriptures, some¬ 

times the message of the gospel. 

A study of the creedal phrases in Irenaeus, Tertullian, 

and Hippolytus shows there was great variation not only 

between one Christian writer and another, but between 

one quotation and another by the same writer, suggesting 

that the texts of the creeds themselves were far from uni¬ 

form and that an author adapted and elaborated the texts 

to suit his purposes. Two elements remain constant 

through the citations, and one or both of them may safely 

be said to have formed the outline of most creeds: Fa¬ 

ther, Son, and Holy Spirit; the life, death, and resurrec¬ 

tion of Jesus Christ. These were, according to Origen, 

"the particular points clearly delivered in the teaching 

of the apostles”; apostolic continuity, he argued, did not 

preclude discussion of other issues, but this central con¬ 

tent was not negotiable. The liturgical evidence supports 

this interpretation, as do the liturgical echoes in the fa¬ 

thers. Irenaeus spoke of the faith which the church had 

received from the apostles and from their disciples, and 

proceeded to quote a creed; Tertullian spoke of a rule of 

truth which had been handed down from Christ through 

his companions. Not only was its content the tradition 

derived from the apostles, but there developed a tradition 

that after Pentecost the apostles "assembled in one spot 

and, being filled with the Holy Spirit, drafted this short 

summary ... of their future preaching,” the Apostles’ 

Creed, "so that they might not find themselves, widely 

dispersed as they would be, delivering different mes¬ 

sages.” This summary was to serve as a guarantee of doc¬ 

trinal unity and as a criterion of apostolic continuity. 

Both doctrinal unity and apostolic continuity were con¬ 

trasted with the teachings of the Gnostics. Irenaeus spoke 

of "their variety” and of "their doctrines and succes- 
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sions,” but claimed that the church, dispersed across the 

world and speaking many languages, was of one heart 

and mind, holding the unity of faith. His argument that 

apostolic tradition provided the correct interpretation of 

the Old and New Testament, and that Scripture proved 

the correctness of the apostolic tradition was, in some 

ways, an argument in a circle. But in at least two ways it 

broke out of the circle. One was the identification of tra¬ 

dition with "the gospel," which served as a norm of 

apostolic teaching. The other was the appeal to the 

churches of apostolic foundation as the warrantors of con¬ 

tinuity with the apostles. For when neither Scripture nor 

tradition could convince the gainsayers, Irenaeus insisted 

that it lay within the "power of all in every church who 

may wish to see the truth, to contemplate clearly the tra¬ 

dition of the apostles manifested throughout the whole 

world; and we are in a position to reckon up those who 

were by the apostles instituted bishops in the churches, 

and to [demonstrate] the succession of these men to our 

times." Chief among these in authority and prestige was 

the church at Rome, in which the apostolic tradition 

shared by all the churches everywhere had been preserved. 

Apostolic foundation and the apostolic succession were 

another criterion of apostolic continuity. 

The orthodox fathers also denied the heretics any legi¬ 

timate claim to this criterion. Tertullian demanded of 

Marcion that he produce one Marcionite church that 

could trace its descent from an apostle. The heretics were 

said to have come much later than the first generation of 

bishops to whom the apostles had entrusted their 

churches. Therefore it was inevitable that the heretics 

should lose both continuity and unity of doctrine, while 

the church, possessing the sure tradition of the apostles, 

proclaimed the same doctrine in all times and in all places. 

Irenaeus appears to have argued that this apostolic suc¬ 

cession of the churches was empirically verifiable, on the 

basis of the lists of the bishops. This claim was shared by 

other writers. According to Tertullian (apparently before 

he became a Montanist), no one was to be received as a 

preacher without authorization from the churches of apos¬ 

tolic foundation, which were the matrix and fountain of 

the faith; apostolic tradition was what these churches 

taught. In this sense and on this basis, all churches that 

taught rightly could be called primitive and apostolic, be- 
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cause they shared the tradition preserved in the churches 

founded by the apostles. His pupil, Cyprian, took Mat¬ 

thew 16:18, "You are Peter, and on this rock I will build 

my church,” to mean that the church was built on Peter, 

even though a similar power was entrusted to the other 

apostles; without retracting this, he seems later to have 

clarified his meaning by adding that "the other apostles 

were all that Peter was, endowed with equal dignity and 

power, but the start comes from him alone.” And Euse¬ 

bius, who summarized much of the development of the 

third century, wrote his Ecclesiastical History to document ^ 

the proposition stated in his opening words, "the suc¬ 

cessions from the holy apostles.” 

Argument in a circle or not, this definition of the cri¬ 

teria of apostolic continuity did propound a unified sys¬ 

tem of authority. Historically, if not also theologically, it 

is a distortion to consider any one of the criteria apart 

from the others or to eliminate any one of them from 

consideration. For example, when the problem of the re¬ 

lation between Scripture and tradition became a burning 

issue in the theological controversies of the Western 

church, in the late Middle Ages and the Reformation, it 

was at the cost of the unified system. Proponents of the 

theory that tradition was an independent source of reve¬ 

lation minimized the fundamentally exegetical content of 

tradition which had served to define tradition and its 

place in the specification of apostolic continuity. The sup¬ 

porters of the sole authority of Scripture, arguing from 

radical hermeneutical premises to conservative dogmatic 

conclusions, overlooked the function of tradition in secur¬ 

ing what they regarded as the correct exegesis of Scrip¬ 

ture against heretical alternatives. 

It is an oversimplification to maintain that the heresies 

and controversies described here produced these criteria, 

in the sense that the system of authority would not have 

developed without them. One can guess, however, that it 

might not have developed when it did and as it did with¬ 

out them. The Apostles’ Creed might not have been 

obliged to make so explicit the identity of God with the 

Father, the Almighty, the Maker of heaven and earth; 

the canonical status of the Shepherd may have remained 

in flux much longer, and that of the pastoral epistles may 

not have been settled with such dispatch; the validity of 

revelations and of priestly acts outside the proper chan- 
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nels of the ecclesiastical structure could have been seen 

as an extraordinary gift of divine generosity rather than 

as a plot of demonic invention; and the excesses of alle¬ 

gory could have been criticized on orthodox grounds if 

Marcion had not helped to assure the future of allegory 

by attacking it. We may entertain any or all these con¬ 

jectures without necessarily accepting, for example, the 

extreme judgment that "by his organizational and theo¬ 

logical ideas and by his activity Marcion gave the decisive 

impetus to the creation of the early catholic church and 

provided it with a model; what is more, he deserves the 

credit for first grasping and carrying out the idea of a 

canonical collection of Christian writings, the New Testa¬ 

ment." 

For it was some decades before Marcion or Montanism 

that the church was said to have been founded on the 

apostles and the prophets, Jesus Christ himself being the 

chief cornerstone: on the prophets, because there was al¬ 

ready an acknowledged practice, if not a specified theory, 

of how to read the prophets; and on the apostles because, 

as the context in Ephesians suggests, both the apostolic 

message and the apostolic office were fundamental to the 

preservation of the Christian gospel. Gnosis and the new 

prophecy called forth the following definition, as its 

closing words show; but the content of the definition 

came from the life, faith, and memory—that is, from the 

tradition—of the church: "The true gnosis is the doctrine 

of the apostles, and the ancient constitution of the church 

throughout the world, and the character of the body of 

Christ in accordance with the succession of the bishops, 

by which they have handed on that church which is 

present in every place and has come down to us, being 

guarded and preserved, without any distortion of the 

Scriptures, by a very complete system of doctrine, neither 

adding nor subtracting anything. It is a reading [of the 

Scriptures] without forgery, and a lawful and diligent 

exposition in accordance with the Scriptures, both with¬ 

out danger and without blasphemy. And above all, it is 

the preeminent gift of love, which is more precious than 

gnosis, more glorious than prophecy, and which excels 

all other gifts of love." So it was that "apostolic," "catho¬ 

lic," "traditional," and "orthodox" became synonymous 

terms: "the apostolic dogmas" was a standard term for 

that which was believed, taught, and confessed by the 

orthodox catholic church on the basis of the word of God. 
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Against various heresies and schisms, the orthodox and 

catholic church defined as apostolic doctrine that which it 

believed, taught, and confessed. This doctrine, so it was 

presumed, had been believed and taught by the church 

before heresy demanded that it be confessed. Yet the task 

of reconstructing it from the existing documents is a com¬ 

plex one. A large part of the Christian literature which 

has been preserved was preoccupied either with the de¬ 

fense of Christianity against the cultured among its de- 

spisers or with polemics against heresy. Hence the inter¬ 

pretation of what was Christian doctrine during the 

second and third centuries is likely to concentrate on these 

same issues, at the expense of other doctrinal themes in 

the belief and piety of the church. The methodological 

problems in the attempt to uncover those themes in the 

documents are formidable, but the documents themselves 

make the attempt both necessary and justifiable. To cite 

one of the most explicit instances from the second cen¬ 

tury, Athenagoras opened his apologetic for the doctrine 

of the resurrection with a distinction between a "plea for 

the truth," addressed to skeptics and doubters, and an 

"exposition of the truth," addressed to those who were 

prepared to accept the truth; he noted that the exposition 

was more valuable and important, but that pagan hostil¬ 

ity to the Christian doctrine of the resurrection of the 

dead made it necessary for him to give precedence to the 

plea over the exposition. Athenagoras’s distinction justi¬ 

fies the effort to supply as much as possible of the missing 

"exposition" in defense of which the "plea" was made. 

Another set of problems in the study of the state of 

Christian doctrine in the second and third centuries is 

121 
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raised by the literary and historical analysis of the docu¬ 

ments. The manuscript tradition of the epistles of Ignatius 

contains two and even three recensions of his works, vary¬ 

ing not only in length and style but also in doctrinal con¬ 

tent. How one interprets Ignatius’s doctrine of the church 

and the episcopacy depends upon one’s choice from 

among these recensions, although it has also been true that 

the decision about the authenticity of one or another ver¬ 

sion has frequently been shaped by one’s doctrinal predi¬ 

lections. Similarly, the garbled transmission of the manu¬ 

scripts of Cyprian’s Unity of the Church has raised 

See p. 159 below questions about his doctrine of the primacy of Peter. The 

chronology of the writings of Tertullian continues to 

elude precise determination; yet without such determina¬ 

tion it is difficult to decide when he was speaking as a 

catholic and when as a Montanist. Literary analysis of 

Irenaeus’s five books Against Heresies has attempted to 

isolate their several (sometimes contradictory) sources; 

and even though the attempt has not met with widespread 

acceptance, it does make an uncritical use of the treatise 

hazardous. Large parts of Origen’s authorship have been 

preserved only in the Latin translations of Rufinus, which 

there is reason to regard with suspicion and even with 

skepticism. 

These literary problems, which could be multiplied al¬ 

most endlessly through these two centuries and well 

beyond them, jeopardize any history of the early develop¬ 

ment of Christian doctrine that proceeds from one thinker 

to the next, tracing origins, influences, borrowings, and 

divergences. Because we are trying here to listen to the 

chorus more than to the soloists, some of the problems of 

text, translation, and authorship recede in importance. 

Their place is taken by the even more slippery problem of 

Turner (1954) 79 locating a document or its author in the "penumbra” be¬ 

tween heresy and orthodoxy, without making such a de¬ 

cision in a dogmatic rather than a historical way, on the 

basis of what the fourth or the fifth (or the sixteenth or 

the twentieth) century determined to be orthodox doc¬ 

trine. Perhaps the only way to cope with this latter prob¬ 

lem—or, at least, the way followed here—is to accept and 

to document the existence of such a penumbra and to 

seek for lines that may be drawn within it without doing 
violence to the evidence. 

For our purposes, therefore, the importance of Ignatius 
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lies in "the Christianity presupposed” by his letters; Cyp¬ 

rian’s treatise is "a good example of what a dogma can 

look like while still in an early stage of its development”; 

even in his Montanism, Tertullian "was in no sense un¬ 

orthodox, and nowhere makes any claim that the new 

prophecy supersedes the apostolic faith”; whatever may 

have been the sources of Against Heresies, Irenaeus lived 

"with all his soul, with his heart and with his head, in the 

faith of the church”; and in Origen we shall pay attention 

to what a not uncritical historian has called "his funda¬ 

mental respect for the Christian tradition of doctrine.” 

We shall also draw upon anonymous liturgical and creedal 

sources as evidence about the faith of the church catholic. 

The Apocalyptic Vision and Its Transformation 

"Apocalypticism . . . was the mother of all Christian the¬ 

ology.” The earliest christology was not expressed in the 

cool identification of Jesus with the Logos as the rational 

principle of the universe, but in the fervid vision of the 

Son of man breaking the power of the demons and usher¬ 

ing in the new aeon with divine judgment and mercy. 

Baptism was a radical renunciation of the past and of 

this world, the breaking through of the kingdom into 

this present age. Each major tenet of primitive Christian 

belief must be understood in this apocalyptic context: the 

very charter of orthodoxy, the command of the risen 

Lord to the apostles to make disciples and to teach them 

to observe everything that he had commanded, was predi¬ 

cated on the promise and the prophecy that he would be 

with them until the consummation of the age. When that 

consummation was postponed, it could no longer serve as 

the premise for affirmations of Christian doctrine, which 

had to be transposed into another key. Of course, the 

expectation of the end of the world was itself a cardinal 

tenet of Christian faith, too firmly embedded in the mes¬ 

sage of Jesus and in the "apostolic doctrine” of the early 

Christian community to be expunged by such trifles as the 

details of world history. The place of this expectation as 

a Christian doctrine and its relevance to the development 

of other doctrines belong to this summary of the faith of 

the church. 

It would be, however, a gross exaggeration of the evi¬ 

dence to describe the eclipse of the apocalyptic vision as 

"catastrophic” for the generation that followed the apos- Werner (1941) 115 



The Faith of the Church Catholic I24 

H 

ap.Eus.H.e.3.39. 11-12 (GCS 
9:290) 

Iren.LL^r.5.33.4 (Harvey 

2:418) 

Barn. 15.4-9 (Bihlmeyer 29) 

ties. Any such description is based on too simplistic a 

view of the role of apocalyptic in the teaching of Jesus 

and in the early church. Nor is it corroborated by later 

texts, for one looks in vain for proof of a bitter disap¬ 

pointment over the postponement of the parousia or of a 

shattering of the early Christian communities by the delay 

in the Lord’s return. What the texts do suggest is a shift 

within the polarity of already/not yet and a great variety 

of solutions to the exegetical and theological difficulties 

caused by such a shift. These included the reinterpreta¬ 

tion of biblical passages that had carried an eschatological 

connotation, the reorientation of ethical imperatives 

toward a more complex description of the life of faith 

and love within the forms of the present world, and the 

reconsideration and eventual rejection of certain types of 

apocalyptic expectation that could claim ancient sanction 

but were no longer suited to the new stage in the develop¬ 

ment of Christian eschatology. Here, too, it is important 

to see the elements of continuity as well as the elements 

of change. 

Indeed, the evidence even suggests that the apocalyptic 

vision was not eclipsed as quickly or as completely in the 

church of the second and third centuries as the statements 

of a few theologians would indicate. One indication of 

the vision’s survival is the tenacity of the millenarian 

hope, based upon Revelation 20:1-10. Probably the first 

indication that the prophecy in this chapter was being 

interpreted to mean an earthly reign of a thousand years 

following the return of Christ is that associated with the 

name of Papias. The only doctrinal position definitely 

attributed to him was the teaching, which he claimed to 

have derived from "unwritten tradition,’’ that "there will 

be a millennium following the resurrection of the dead, 

when the kingdom of Christ is to be established physi¬ 

cally on this earth." Irenaeus, with his reverence for 

"apostolic tradition,’’ described in glowing terms the 

transformation of the cosmos and the animals during the 

millennium; as his authority he cited Papias, who was a 

man of hoary antiquity, had heard the apostle John 

(writer of the Book of Revelation), and had been asso¬ 

ciated with Polycarp. The Epistle of Barnabas, for all its 

hostility to Judaism, seems to have appropriated this ele¬ 

ment of Jewish eschatology. 

But there is striking evidence not only that the millen- 
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arian hope continued in the church after the apostolic 

age, but also that, probably from the beginning, it stood 

in tension with other descriptions of the reign of Christ, 

which were not as privy to the details of the timetable 

for this reign. Although he himself entertained the ex¬ 

pectation that Jerusalem would be rebuilt and that the 

saints of both the Old and New Testament eras would 

share with Christ in the joys of the new age, Justin ad¬ 

mitted that there were other Christian believers, no less 

pious and orthodox than he, who did not have such an 

expectation. It would seem that very early in the post- 

apostolic era millenarianism was regarded as a mark 

neither of orthodoxy nor of heresy, but as one permissible 

opinion among others within the range of permissible 

opinions. Although its terminus a quo is set very early, 

its terminus ad quern is much more difficult to fix. 

Origen’s polemics against millenarianism recounted the 

exegesis of the literalists on the various promises concern¬ 

ing the kingdom of Christ, but concluded that such an 

interpretation was "unworthy of the divine promises"; 

the exegesis of such passages "in accordance with the 

understanding of the apostles" led to the conclusion that 

not the body but the soul was the subject of these prom¬ 

ises, and that therefore the promised kingdom was a 

purely spiritual one. But this polemical attack is evidence 

more for the continuation of millenarianism than for its 

disappearance, and at least some other indications point 

to its persistence among Christian believers. Even Meth¬ 

odius, in the very context of an attack on literalistic exege¬ 

sis, set forth a basically millenarian view of the kingdom; 

and Commodianus simply took such a view for granted. 

Additional evidence for the persistence of primitive 

eschatology well after the delay in the parousia of Christ 

comes from the continuing use of apocalyptic imagery and 

of eschatological motivation, especially in the popular 

literature of the second and third centuries. There is a 

surprising amount of such language in the treatises that 

have survived, and some reason to believe that even these 

do not indicate how much apocalypticism actually surged 

within the Christian community. The Shepherd of Her- 

mas was regarded by Irenaeus as canonical, by others as 

dubious, and by Tertullian (in successive periods of his 

life) as both. Its christology was vague at best, heretical 

at worst. Nevertheless, it was preserved—and in no less 
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prestigious a matrix than the Codex Sinaiticus of the 

Bible. The author (or authors) of the Shepherd used the 

format of an apocalyptic summons to call the readers to 

repentance. The vividness of its eschatological language 

is exceeded only by the decisiveness of its plea. The Lord 

had not yet returned, and therefore the work of judgment 

was not yet complete; but it would soon be finished, and 

then the consummation would come. The doctrinal aber¬ 

rations in the apocalypses that have been preserved must 

not be permitted to obscure the evidence they supply 

about the faith and hope of people who were innocent of 

any heresy. The impression seems unavoidable that the 

relation between "already” and "not yet” in Christian 

apocalyptic raised more problems for philosophical the¬ 

ologians in the early church and for the proponents of 

"consistent eschatology” among modern exegetes than it 

did for believers and worshipers in the second and the 

third century. 

That impression is corroborated by the references to 

the "coming” of Christ in the scraps of early liturgies 

that have come down to us. For example, the Benedictus 

of Matthew 21:9 was clearly an affirmation of the coming 

of the end with the promised arrival of the messianic 

kingdom. But at least as early as the Apostolic Constitu¬ 

tions, and presumably earlier, the liturgical practice of the 

church employed these same words to salute either the 

celebrant or the eucharistic presence. For, as Wetter has 

pointed out in commenting on the prayers of the early 

liturgies for the "coming” of Christ in the Eucharist, "it 

is interesting to observe how the epiphany in the cultus is 

practically amalgamated with the eschatologically oriented 

parousia. . . . This is evidence how these ideas, too, are 

connected with primitive Christian belief and perhaps 

developed from it.” The coming of Christ was "already” 

and "not yet”: he had come already in the incarnation, 

and on the basis of the incarnation would come in the 

Eucharist; he had come already in the Eucharist, and 

would come at the last in the new cup that he would drink 

with them in his Father’s kingdom. When the ancient 

liturgy prayed, "Let grace come [or "Let the Lord 

come”], and let the world pass away,” its eschatological 

perspective took in both the final coming of Christ and 

his coming in the Eucharist. The eucharistic liturgy was 

not a compensation for the postponement of the parousia, 
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but a way of celebrating the presence of one who had 

promised to return. 

The creeds performed some of the same function. 

While it is true that the addition and the revision of the 

phrases in the creeds are an index to the evolution of the 

church’s teaching, it is also true that from the very begin¬ 

ning the creeds were a conservative force as well, instruct¬ 

ing the candidates and reminding the worshipers of what 

the church had been believing, teaching, and confessing, 

which included some doctrinal themes that did not figure 

as prominently in Christian piety and instruction at one 

time as they had in another. Even when the consummation 

of history had failed to materialize as it had been ex¬ 

pected, the creed continued to speak of the coming of 

Christ in both the past and the future tense; even when 

Platonic theologians were teaching the immortality of the 

soul as a biblical doctrine, the creed went on confessing 

the resurrection of the body. It served to counterbalance 

any oversimplified resolution of the already/not yet in 

either direction. 

Partly because of the conservative influence of the 

creeds, eschatological language and apocalyptic imagery 

continued to occupy a prominent place in Christian speech 

even when the imminent return of Christ was not as 

vividly expected as it once had been. The writings of 

Tertullian documented the ebbing of that expectation in 

some remarkable ways. It is no less remarkable, however, 

that when he used the word "hope,” it was almost with¬ 

out exception related to the great hope of the end of the 

world, not to lesser hopes this side of the parousia; the 

same was true of his use of "judgment.” The continuing 

preoccupation with the figure of the Antichrist also in¬ 

dicates the persistence of certain apocalyptic themes. Not 

only did the figure appear frequently in Tertullian, as 

might perhaps be expected, but patristic literature dealt 

with Antichrist often enough to warrant the supposition 

that piety and preaching continued to make much of this 

apocalyptic sign. Nor was the sign of Antichrist simply 

a religious way of expressing the political conflict with 

Rome. It could be this, as when Commodianus prophesied 

that Nero would rise from hell and proclaim, "I am 

Christ, to whom you always pray.” But Irenaeus saw in 

Antichrist the recapitulation of every error and idolatry 

since the deluge; and, in accordance with the prophecies 
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of both the Old and New Testament, as interpreted by 

the apostolic tradition of "men who saw John face to 

face,’’ he believed that Antichrist would be a member of 

the tribe of Dan. Hippolytus took the same position, and 

in an entire treatise on Antichrist argued that the 

prophecies of the Book of Daniel had not all been ful¬ 

filled yet and that therefore the end was not immediately 

at hand; his exposition of Daniel, the oldest extant com¬ 

mentary by a Christian, developed this argument in the 

context of a full-length exegesis of those prophecies. As 

Hippolytus’s critique of the identification of Antichrist 

with Caesar makes clear, he did not expect the return of 

Christ immediately; but his Commentary on Daniel, 

Antichrist, and Apostolic Tradition all illustrate how the 

exegetical, dogmatic, and liturgical tasks of the theologian 

compelled him to deal with such apocalyptic themes re¬ 

gardless of his own expectations or lack of them. 

It was, of course, possible for a theologian so to distort 

the themes of biblical apocalyptic in the light of his own 

expectations or lack of them as to make of them some¬ 

thing fundamentally different from the church’s con¬ 

fession. There is a sizeable body of opinion that just 

such a distortion appeared in the theological tradition that 

ran from Clement of Alexandria through Origen to 

Gregory of Nyssa. Clement is said to "understand by the 

parousia not an event of the immediate future, as Paul 

did, but something that has already been fulfilled with 

the coming of Jesus as the Logos made flesh.’’ Origen’s 

teaching is said to be "not a Platonized form of genuine 

Christian eschatology, but an alternative to eschatology, 

indeed an evasion of it.’’ And it is said that "it was only 

as an apologist of catholic Christianity that Gregory held 

closely to the historical personality of Christ,’’ but that 

in his own thought he was a pantheist who had no need 

either of a historical coming or of a historical second com¬ 

ing of Christ. Such a judgment would apply more to 

Clement than to Origen, and more to Origen than to 

Gregory. It is correct to say that Origen, like Clement 

before him and Gregory after him, took up the idea of 

the parousia into a schema of world history from pre¬ 

history to final restoration. As he himself observed, 

apostolic tradition had very little to say about the details of 

eschatology. What it did say, he sought to affirm; but 

by absorbing it into the cosmic process of a succession of 
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universes, he jeopardized its most fundamental affirma¬ 

tions. This Gregory of Nyssa sought to correct in his 

mystical and yet biblical eschatology. To Gregory and to 

the later tradition, Origen’s eschatological theories 

served as a cautionary tale of what an individual theolo¬ 

gian was entitled—and was not entitled—to undertake in 

his private speculations on the basis of tradition. 

Most of Origen’s eschatological speculation, however, 

escaped official anathema; so did the millenarianism 

against which he had reacted with so much vigor. The 

condemnations of Montanism were not directed prin¬ 

cipally against its apocalyptic teachings, and the attack 

against Gnosticism mentioned, but did not concentrate 

upon, its millenarian tendencies. Eschatology that denied 

the creed was anathematized as heresy; eschatology that 

merely went beyond the creed was tolerated as a private 

opinion (as in the case of the Origenism of Gregory of 

Nyssa) or as a remnant of earlier and less refined 

apocalyptic thought (as in the case of millenarian im¬ 

agery). Eusebius was certainly speaking for a large body 

of theological opinion in the East when he called Papias’s 

millenarianism "bizarre” and "rather mythological.” And 

Augustine set the standard for most catholic exegesis in 

the West when he surrendered the millenarian interpre¬ 

tation of Revelation 20, to which he had held earlier, 

in favor of the view that the thousand years of that text 

referred to the history of the church. Nor is it altogether 

irrelevant to note that Eusebius and Augustine repre¬ 

sented, in their interpretations of the future of the world 

as in their views of its past, the church’s new affirmation 

of the place of universal history in the economy of 

salvation. 

That affirmation had been adumbrated in earlier ex¬ 

pressions of Christian concern for the processes and insti¬ 

tutions of world history. Perhaps the most dramatic 

example of the contrast between such concern and the 

simple fervor of the apocalyptic vision came in Tertul- 

lian’s Apology. Describing the worship of the Christian 

community, a society knit together by its common con¬ 

fession, its discipline, and its hope, he enumerated some 

of its petitions: "We pray also for the Caesars, for their 

ministers, and for all who are in high positions; for the 

commonweal of the world; for the prevalence of peace.” 

To this rather conventional list he appended one more 
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petition: "And for the delay of the end.” The apologetic 

context of the statement is significant, but so is its 

liturgical context. The instructions of I Timothy 2:1-4, 

echoed in Tertullian’s words, were apparently being taken 

in the liturgy to imply the prayer that the world be spared 

and that the consummation of the age be postponed. It 

was another echo of the same New Testament passage 

when Tertullian claimed—directly after predicting the 

imminent wrath of God—that Christians were intent on 

"saving all men.” In both statements, Tertullian pro¬ 

fessed to be speaking for the corporate will and action of 

the church, not simply to be voicing his private opinions. 

The same service of worship in which the church prayed 

for the delay of the end also included the reading of the 

Scriptures, not, presumably, to the exclusion of their 

apocalyptic portions; some services included also a recita¬ 

tion of the creeds quoted by Tertullian, including their 

eschatological affirmations. The prayer for the delay of 

the end was not a negation of these eschatological hopes, 

but belonged with them to an eschatology that cannot be 

classified as either "futuristic” or "realized.” It was an 

eschatology that could go as far as to say that "even if 

Scripture offered me no hand of celestial hope, I would 

still have enough of a preliminary judgment of this 

promise, since I already have the gift on earth and I 

could expect something from heaven, from the God of 

heaven as well as of earth,” and at the same time could 

cast this hope in millenarian terms. 

The plain fact was that the categories of an undiffer¬ 

entiated apocalyptic were inadequate to the needs of a 

faith whose content was a history that had already hap¬ 

pened. In the teaching of Jesus its "not yet” had stood in 

dialectic with the "already” of his visible presence. Both 

poles of the dialectic appeared in his words and deeds, as 

these were remembered by the church. When the 

apocalyptic vision was eclipsed, however, many of those 

words and deeds appeared enigmatic. Much of the his¬ 

tory of the interpretation of the Gospels during the sec¬ 

ond and third centuries does consist in the effort to make 

sense of apocalyptic passages when the presuppositions 

had shifted. The "end” in such passages as Matthew 

10:22 came to refer to the death of the individual, not 

to the end of the age. 

The use of the apocalyptic form in the teaching of 
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Jesus did not assure it a place in the church’s teaching 

about Jesus. Even more significant than the exegetical 

readjustments were the doctrinal ones. The doctrine of 

salvation bore much of the dialectic that had originally 

been embodied in the apocalyptic vision. The historical 

figure of Jesus of Nazareth had applied to himself—or 

had allowed to be applied to him—the otherworldly 

predicates of the apocalyptic vision of the Son of man. 

The risen and exalted Lord, present in the church and 

sovereign over the world, now became the one to whom 

were applied the thisworldly predicates of the histo¬ 

rical portrait of the Son of Mary. Neither the apocalyptic 

imagery nor the more ontological language of the 

christological dogma avoided or solved the problem of 

the relation between the immanent and the transcendent. 

Similarly, the salvation promised in the teachings of Jesus 

was described in futuristic terms; and although that con¬ 

notation did not disappear from Christian preaching and 

worship, the dialectic between the achievement of salva¬ 

tion in the death and resurrection of Christ and its com¬ 

pletion in his return with glory to judge the quick and 

the dead had now to make manifest the balance between 

"already” and "not yet.” Only a distinction between two 

comings of Christ, which was also necessary in sorting out 

the prophecies of the Old Testament in response to 

Judaism, could do justice to that balance. To deny the 

historical character of the first coming, as Gnostic doce- 

tism did, or to spiritualize the second coming into a 

parable of the soul, as Origenistic speculation did, was 

to subvert apostolic doctrine. 

If the teachings of the early church and of Jesus could 

simply be described as consistent eschatology, we could 

then trace the decline of such an eschatology as the pri¬ 

mary factor in the establishment both of ecclesiastical 

structures and of dogmatic norms. Neither primitive 

Christianity nor the church catholic was consistent in so 

single-minded a way, as each new bit of evidence or new 

study of old evidence makes clear. But once the dialectic 

of already/not yet is permitted to emerge from the texts, 

the magnitude of the change may become visible. It was 

nothing less than the decisive shift from the categories of 

cosmic drama to those of being, from the Revelation of 

St. John the Divine to the creed of the Council of Nicea. 

Yet it was through that very creed that the human por- 
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trait of the Son of Mary was preserved, and by that very 

creed that the postapocalyptic generations of the church 

catholic were taught to look for the resurrection of the 

dead and the life of the age to come. 

The Supernatural Order 

Christian apocalypticism reflected a supernaturalistic view 

of the world, which Christian believers shared with other 

religious men of antiquity. This world view, in turn, 

formed the presupposition for Christian doctrine. Yet 

because of its distinctive content, Christianity gave its 

own special twist to supernaturalism and eventually 

transcended it through the doctrine of God as Trinity. 

"The sky hung low in the ancient world," says Shirley 

Jackson Case. "Traffic was heavy on the highway be¬ 

tween heaven and earth. Gods and spirits thickly popu¬ 

lated the upper air, where they stood in readiness to 

intervene at any moment in the affairs of mortals. And 

demonic powers, emerging from the lower world or 

resident in remote corners of the earth, were a constant 

menace to human welfare. All nature was alive—alive 

with supernatural forces." With but very few adjustments 

of vocabulary in one direction or the other, that descrip¬ 

tion of the relation between the natural and the super¬ 

natural order could have been recognized by Jews, Chris¬ 

tians, and devout pagans in the first century. It formed 

the common ground on which the apologists for Chris¬ 

tian doctrine and their non-Christian opponents stood, as 

the apologists themselves were frank to concede. The 

Christian fathers did not attempt to cast doubt on the 

supernatural character of the phenomena of Greek and 

Roman religion; instead, they assigned these phenomena 

to the demonic province of the supernatural world. 

For the history of Christian doctrine, the understanding 

of the supernatural order evident in the faith and life of 

the first two or three Christian centuries is an essential 

element in the development of the teaching of the church. 

Yet it was not itself codified as a dogma of the church. 

At one level Christianity seems to have done little more 

than to evidence a universal climate of opinion and, if 

anything, to have transformed crass supernaturalism into 

blatant superstition. But we must go on to examine not 

only the similarities but also the differences between 

folk piety and church doctrine at each of these points, 
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to see how the church s teaching, shaped by considerations 

of both its own theological integrity and philosophical 

enlightenment, finally managed to bend even the most 

dominant and universal religious sentiment of its time 

into conformity with the "reasonable service” of the 
gospel. 

Pervasive though it was through all of Christian devo¬ 

tion and doctrine, the idea of a supernatural order made 

itself especially evident at two points: in the conception 

of angels and demons as beings that somehow stood 

lower than God but higher than man, and in the use of 

miracle and prayer as means that interfered with the 

natural order of things to enlist superhuman aid and to 

ward off superhuman threats. Of the superhuman be¬ 

ings that caused "'the traffic between heaven and earth,” 

those most inseparably connected to the gospel story were 

angels and demons. Angels had been the heralds of 

the wondrous birth of Jesus and his miraculous resur¬ 

rection; they had also been the agents of the annunciation 

that preceded his birth and were depicted by the 

Apocalypse as carrying the melody of the church’s liturgy 

during its history on earth and in eternal glory. Here 

the biblical tradition attached itself to Jewish speculation 

about angelic beings as well as to the Gnostic cosmologies, 

one of whose dominant features was an almost infinite 

series of aeons, mediating for good or ill between the 

unknown Highest God and humankind. Just how inti¬ 

mate the attachment could become is evident from the 

polemic of Colossians 2:18 against "'worship of angels” 

and from other hints in the New Testament that some 

Christians were assigning to angels an importance inde¬ 

pendent of their function as messengers and servants of 

God. 

That polemic makes all the more enigmatic a remark¬ 

able passage in Justin Martyr, which appears to reflect the 

liturgical practice and public doctrine of the second-cen¬ 

tury church. Replying to the charge that the Christians 

were atheists because they did not worship the official 

deities of the Roman state, Justin declared: "We concede 

that we are atheists with regard to such gods, but not with 

regard to the most true God, the Father of justice and 

moderation and of all the other virtues, who is beyond 

all uncleanliness. But we worship and adore him, and the 

Son who proceeded from him and taught us these things, 
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and the host of the other good angels who follow and 

are made like him, and the prophetic Spirit.” Less fre¬ 

quently noticed is the analogous statement of Athenagoras, 

who, after replying to the same charge of atheism with a 

recitation of the doctrine of the Trinity, added: "Nor does 

our doctrine of God [to OeoXoyiKov] stop there, but we 

assert a multitude of angels and ministers.” Far from 

"clearing up” Justin’s statement about the relation of the 

angels to the Trinity, this passage merely proves that 

Justin was not the only Christian teacher to posit some 

sort of similarity of natures between God and the angels 

—a similarity substantial enough to justify mentioning 

the angels in the same breath with the divine Triad. It 

does not appear unwarranted, therefore, to conclude that 

there is some cultus of the angels implied in Justin’s 

statement, even though the passage "hangs unsupported 

in the air.” 

When we turn from obiter dicta of this sort to the 

content of the church’s teaching and confession, however, 

the fundamental tenet in the doctrine of the angels is the 

emphatic insistence that they are not minor deities but 

creatures. The contrast between church doctrine and the 

folk piety that seems to speak in Justin’s words is quite 

striking. When the Gnostics read the contradictions of the 

universe into the divine reality itself and yet tried to 

screen off the highest God from them by means of a series 

of aeons, angels, and other demigods, the church’s con¬ 

fession sought to make the doctrine of God as Creator 

unequivocal. From the statement of John 113 that without 

the Logos nothing had been made, Irenaeus concluded 

that "all things, be they angels or archangels or thrones 

or dominions, were both established by him who is God 

over all and created through his Logos.” It was a distor¬ 

tion of the relation between Creator and creature to attrib¬ 

ute the creation of the world to angels. Hermas seems to 

have been echoing some such notion but attempting to 

square it with the doctrine of creation when he spoke of 

the angels as the first creatures of God, to whom the 

whole creation had been handed over. In the preface to 

On First Principles Origen found that the express teach¬ 

ing of the church had laid it down as the official tradition 

that the angels were the servants of God (and, as such, 

his creatures), but had left the time of their creation and 

the nature of their existence as matters for investigation 
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and speculation. That official tradition was canonized as 

dogma when the council of Nicea adopted a confession 

that went beyond the simple thetical statements of crea¬ 

tion in other creeds to specify that God was maker not 

only of heaven and earth, but of "all things visible and 

invisible." Speculation about angelology was not cut off, 

but in its doctrine of creation the church set a limit 

beyond which such speculation could not be permitted 

to go. 

The same was true of demonology. Because it pro¬ 

vided so much of the vocabulary and structure for the 

doctrine of man as sinner, demonological speculation 

proved to be even more attractive to the fathers of the 

second and third centuries than the doctrine of angels. 

Carrying on the cosmological and exegetical interests of 

Jewish thought, Christian writers reflected on the nature 

and deeds of the fallen angels, especially on what was 

taken to be the first explicit reference to them, in Genesis 

6:1—4. appears to have been from the narrative in 

this passage that Tertullian took his description of the 

angelic apostates" as the "deserters of God, the seducers 

of women," and the inventors of astrology. Their lust 

for human virgins had inflamed them to the point that 

they forsook the presence of God and fell into sin. 

Thereupon they dedicated themselves to leading men 

astray. Now Satan and his angels had filled the whole 

world and had corrupted man and the rest of creation. 

This picture of the origin of the demons became a com¬ 

monplace in the literature, as is evident from the state¬ 

ment of Minucius Felix that the erring spirits had been 

degraded by their lusts and now sought to degrade man; 

from Athenagoras’s rehearsal of what "the prophets" had 

said about the angels whose lust had brought about their 

fall; and from the identification of the pagan deities with 

the fornicating angels. 

Christian attention to the dangers of human commerce 

with demons, fallen angels, and Satan took a sharp up¬ 

swing with the beginnings of monastic piety, which was 

also responsible for the development of a new body of 

Christian literature, the monastic biography. In the first 

and most influential of such biographies, Athanasius’s 

Life of Saint Antony, the conflict between the Christian 

hero and the demonic powers may be said to be the 

major theme. Attributing to the demons superhuman 
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perception as well as activity, Antony nevertheless 

described them as "powerless,” especially before the sign 

of the cross, which prevailed against all magic and 

sorcery. Not only from the lives of saints and ascetics, 

but from the comments of less committed observers we 

know how important the sign of the cross was as a means 

of warding off evil spirits; the emperor Julian expressed 

the opinion that "these two things are the quintessence 

of their [Christians’] theology, to hiss at demons and 

make the sign of the cross on their foreheads.” Although 

Origen’s private demonology was bound up with his 

ideas about the prehistoric fall, he was certainly sum¬ 

marizing the faith and piety of the church when he 

warned that evil spirits were lying in wait to lead men 

astray and that the believer should cultivate the aid of 

the administering spirits of God to repulse the hostile 

demons. 

It is not surprising that when this Christian piety was 

united with dualistic speculations, as it was in the var¬ 

ious Gnostic, Manichean, and Priscillianist systems, the 

devil and his kingdom became a rival not only to the 

Christian soul, but to the divine sovereignty. The re¬ 

currence of popular dualism and the persistence of 

satanic arts throughout Christian history seem to prove 

that Christian doctrine did not succeed in eradicating the 

long-standing conviction of many Christian believers that 

"the god of this world” really was a god after all. The 

teaching of the church was, however, plain and unequiv¬ 

ocal, already in reaction against Gnosticism and even 

more in response to the Manichean and Priscillianist dual¬ 

isms. The monastic anecdotes about the demons also in¬ 

sisted that they were powerless because the cross of Christ 

had disarmed them. Against Manichean dualism 

Augustine defined evil fin Neoplatonic terms as the 

absence of good; therefore God was the source of all 

power, even of the power that was hurtful, and the 

demons were fallen creatures of the one good God. And 

against the Priscillianists a council at Braga in 563 

decreed: "Whoever denies that the devil was originally 

a good angel created by God, contending instead that 

he arose from the chaos and the darkness and has no 

Creator but is himself the principle and the substance 

of evil ... let him be anathema.” Once again, although 

the reality of the supernatural order was accepted, the 



The Supernatural Order 
I37 

Ath.V.Ant.48; 64 (PG 
26:913; 933) 
Ath.F.Ant.56 (P(j 26:925) 

Ath.F./4«/.84 (PC 26:961) 

Ath.F.^4»/.56 (PC 26:925) 

Eus.H.e.5.5 (CCS 9:434-36) ; 
Tett.Apol.^.6 (CCSL 1:96) 

Or.Ce/j-.5.23 (CC5 3:24) 

Or.Matt.11.2.477-78 (CCS 
40:35-37); Or.Afd#. 13.6.577- 
79 (CCS 40:193-96) 

Or.Pwzc.4.2.9.15-16 (CCS 
22:321-23) 

Tert.Anim.2.7 (CCSL 2:785) 

Tert.Prae.rc7777.44.5-10 (CCSL 
11223-24) 

oneness of God and the goodness of creation, which 

Christianity had learned to affirm on the basis of the Old 

Testament, kept supernaturalism within strict limits, at 

least in the area of Christian doctrine. 

In his conflicts with the demons Antony frequently 

manifested miraculous powers. He expelled demons from 

those who were possessed by them, and he was able to 

heal many of the sick who came to him. Yet Athanasius 

took pains to point out many times over in his biography 

that Antony "healed not by giving out commands, but by 

praying and by calling upon Christ’s name, so that it 

was clear to all that it was not he who did this, but the 

Lord showing his loving-kindness to men and curing the 

sufferers through Antony." And there were times when 

Antony’s miraculous powers did not work, because it 

was not the will of God. There had been earlier claims 

and accounts about certain Christians who had been en¬ 

dowed with supernatural powers, notablv the legend of 

the thundering legion." But despite such accounts, the 

Christian doctrine of miracles was worked out almost 

completely in the exegesis and the defense of the biblical 

narratives. When Celsus asserted that God did not will 

anything that was contrary to nature, Origen countered 

with the teaching that whatever was done in accordance 

with the will and word of God could not be contrary to 

nature; this applied especially to so-called miracles. In 

his own exegesis of the miracle stories in the Bible, 

Origen seems to have held to their literal factuality, while 

in Against Celsus and especially in On First Principles he 

argued at length that these stories were not to be taken 

as they stood, but as mystical statements of spiritual 

truths. Tertullian, on the other hand, brushed aside the 

criticism of miracles on the grounds of natural law, since 

the philosophers who propounded natural law denied 

the omnipotence of God. Accepting the rule of faith and 

the inerrancy of the Bible, Tertullian also took the miracle 

stories as literal truth. In both Origen’s doctrine and 

Tertullian’s, the noteworthy element is the restraint which 

the doctrine of God as Creator put upon the definition 

of the natural and upon the fascination with the super¬ 

natural. 

That restraint is even more evident in the development 

of the patristic doctrine of prayer. Both Origen and Ter¬ 

tullian wrote special treatises on this subject, using the 
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Lord’s Prayer. For that matter, prayer seems to have been 

the constitutive element in many of the miracles as well. 

Perhaps nowhere are the affinities between Christian and 

pagan supernaturalism more obvious than in their prayer 

practices; this affinity was so obvious to Tertullian that 

he found in Roman blessings and curses a "testimony of 

the soul" for the correctness of Christianity. As Friedrich 

Heiler has commented, "The close relation between non- 

Christian and Christian forms of prayer has repeatedly 

brought astonishment to Christian theologians”; yet he 

has noted elsewhere that "the history of the Christian 

life of piety is the most striking proof of the unique¬ 

ness and absoluteness of Christianity among the religions 

of the earth." The task of formulating the Christian doc¬ 

trine of prayer in such a way as to take account of both 

these insights fell to the church fathers of the second, 

third, and fourth centuries. The fact of prayer and the 

forms which it assumed in the church are the business of 

the history of piety and the history of liturgy; the mean¬ 

ing and purpose of prayer are a matter for the history 

of the development of Christian doctrine. 

But of course the doctrine began with, and presup¬ 

posed, the fact of prayer and its forms. A Christian was 

a man of prayer. In the apologetic literature, the charge 

that Christianity was seditious was refuted by reference 

to the prayers that were offered for the empire and for 

Caesar. With rhetorical vigor Tertullian turned the tables 

on the critics with the assertion that it was the very refusal 

of the church to pray to anyone but God alone that 

supported Caesar and made him great. "I cannot ask this 

of anyone except the God from whom I know I shall 

receive it, both because he alone bestows it and because 

I have claims upon him for his gift." This he set into 

contrast with the ritualism of Roman sacrifice. Reluctant 

though they were to expose the sacred mysteries of Chris¬ 

tian worship to the blasphemous ridicule of their oppo¬ 

nents, the apologists did occasionally feel constrained to 

describe the postures and gestures of Christian prayer as 

well as some of the content of the invocation, praise, 

confession, and thanksgiving spoken in public and in 

private. Significantly, however, the most complete ex¬ 

planations of the doctrine of prayer were reserved for 

writings addressed to the church. 
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From those writings it is evident that contemporary 

interpretations of the supernatural provided the Christian 

doctrine of prayer with two major options for relating 

the practice of prayer to the teaching of the church. 

Prayer could be seen as one of the means—together with 

magic, imprecation, witchcraft, and the like—for mak¬ 

ing the supernatural order friendly to man; for "the 

prayer of a righteous man has great power in its effects.” 

Origen observed that one could suppose, in the heat of 

summer, that by his prayer he could reverse the course of 

the seasons and bring back the balmy spring. Or the 

relation between prayer and providence could be the 

other way around, and prayer could be subordinated so 

completely to divine sovereignty and predestination as 

to be rendered objectively useless; for "your Father knows 

what you need before you ask him.” The first of these 

options beckoned when the writer was exhorting believers 

to pray and describing the power of prayer, as in Ter- 

tullian’s treatise; the second when the writer was answer¬ 

ing the doubts, his own and those of his readers, arising 

from the attempt to harmonize the practice of prayer with 

the doctrine of a wise and sovereign God, as in Origen’s 

treatise. The first option was based on religion, the sec¬ 

ond on reflection. 

Attractive though each of these options was on its own 

peculiar grounds, neither could satisfy the needs of the 

Christian doctrine of prayer, because neither could be 

squared with the doctrine of God as personal and with the 

doctrine of man as free. If it was legitimate to address 

God as the Father in heaven, he was beyond manipulation, 

and prayer could not ask him to act contrary to his will. 

But this will was one that from eternity had taken into 

account the actions of man’s free will, including his 

prayers, saying in effect: "I will give ear to this man 

who prays with understanding on account of the prayer 

itself which he will utter.” Divorced from the doctrine 

of a personal God and from the doctrine of free will in 

man, the idea of a supernatural order could lead to either 

magic or fatalism or both, and in more than one Chris¬ 

tian life it evidently did. But the Christian doctrine of 

prayer, while acknowledging the affinities between the 

church’s practice and prayer as a general religious phe¬ 

nomenon, learned from the Old Testament and especially 
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from the Lord’s Prayer to transcend both magic and 

fatalism. The God who had created man with a free 

will was sovereign also over the supernatural order. 

Although the vocabulary and thought of supernat¬ 

uralism were transcended in Christian doctrine, they con¬ 

tinued to provide much of the framework within which 

Christian doctrine was articulated. The doctrine of the 

person of Christ and the doctrine of the work of Christ 

depended on this framework for some of their classic 

formulations. One of the most notable terms for Christ, 

and even for the Holy Spirit, in the church’s theology be¬ 

fore Nicea was "angel.” The term was interpreted by 

some Christian teachers in the light of Jewish speculations 

about the world of angelic beings and by others in the 

light of Gnostic speculations about the world of aeons. 

It was eventually Nicea that "drew the boundary line 

between God and the world of angels, between Creator 

and creature,” put Christ on the Creator’s side of that 

boundary line, and thus eliminated the mythological el¬ 

ements of "the [earlier] trinitarian traditions.” Similarly, 

the image of the cross and resurrection of Christ as a 

"wondrous duel” with the devil could be cast in the 

form of a thoroughgoing dualism. What saved it from 

dualism was the consistent application of the doctrine 

of God as Creator, which meant that the devil had 

usurped whatever power he had and that therefore 

Christ was restoring the divinely established order of 

things. 

For this corrective upon the implications that could 

be drawn from its acceptance of a supernatural order 

Christian doctrine was indebted to its biblical roots, espe¬ 

cially to its retention of the Old Testament. Harnack’s 

exclamation, "What a wealth of religious material, de¬ 

rived from the most variegated stages in the history of 

religion, is contained in this book!” is certainly borne 

out by the lush religious imagery of the liturgy or by the 

history of the Christian exegesis of the Song of Solomon. 

But it utterly overlooks what the Old Testament had 

done to this "wealth of religious material.” A myth that 

seems originally to have described the discovery of sex 

became the most profound of accounts of the fall, and the 

Canaanite celebrations of cosmic and human fertility 

were transformed into festivals of the covenant between 

the people of Israel and a just and merciful God. The 
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church used, but it did not need, the Old Testament as 

a resource for the supernaturalism that bound it to the 

history of religion. But from the Old Testament it learned 

to redefine the "supernatural,” drawing the line of 

demarcation not between "the spiritual world” and this 

world, but finally between God the Creator and all his 

creatures; for it believed, taught, and confessed "that 

neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor 

things present, nor things to come, nor powers, nor 

height, nor depth, nor anything else in all creation, will 

be able to separate us from the love of God in Christ 

Jesus our Lord.” 

The Meaning of Salvation 

When Irenaeus, in a classical definition, declared that 

"to follow the Savior is to participate in salvation, and 

to follow the light is to perceive the light,” he was 

enunciating a Christian belief to every word of which 

his Gnostic opponents would have willingly subscribed. 

In Marcion’s New Testament no less than in Tertullian’s, 

the gospel was called the power of God for salvation 

to everyone who has faith, even though Marcion went on 

to emend the latter part of the verse, deleting the word 

"first” because it ascribed a priority to Judaism. The 

gospel was a message of salvation; on this all Christian 

teachers agreed. But they did not agree about the meaning 

of the salvation proclaimed by this message. 

Nor did that meaning become, in the strict sense, a 

dogma of the church. The creed adopted at Nicea con¬ 

fessed that it had been "for the sake of us men and for 

the purpose of our salvation” that Christ "came down 

[from heaven] and was made flesh, was made man, suf¬ 

fered, was raised on the third day, ascended into the 

heavens, and will come to judge living and dead.” But 

neither it nor later dogmas specified in any detail just 

how the salvation which was the purpose of Christ’s 

coming was related to these events in his earthly and 

heavenly states. While the relation of Jesus Christ to 

God and the relation of the human and the divine within 

his person became the subject for doctrinal controversy 

and dogmatic definition, the saving work of Christ re¬ 

mained dogmatically undefined. Yet it was certainly a 

major constituent of Christian doctrine—if by doctrine 

we mean what the church believes, teaches, and con- 
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fesses, not only in its polemics and creeds, but also in 

its liturgy and exegesis. 

The very absence of explicit dogmatic and extensive 

polemical treatment of the meaning of salvation makes 

it necessary as well as hazardous to find some other 

scheme for organizing the doctrinal material on this 

subject. It would be possible, for example, to base a 

discussion of the development of the doctrine of salva¬ 

tion on the history of the doctrine of sin, noting the 

relation between the disease and the cure; for that rela¬ 

tion has often been a reciprocal one. Or the later flowering 

of various theories of the atonement could serve as a basis 

for an examination of their ancestry. Or, since the 

doctrine of the person of Christ did become a dogma 

even though the doctrine of the work of Christ did not, the 

history of doctrine could examine the major alternative 

theories about the person of Christ with a view toward 

making explicit the definition of salvation at work in 

each. 

Although there is something to be said in favor of 

each of these methods of systematizing the doctrinal ma¬ 

terial, we shall follow a procedure that seeks to go be¬ 

yond them, or more accurately behind them, to the under¬ 

lying conception of Christ as Savior. For it is "the pic¬ 

ture of Christ’’ as distinguished from "the dogma of 

Christ’’ that concerns us in this section; and since much 

of the material has a liturgical and exegetical context, the 

organization of the material around the three themes of 

the life and teachings, the suffering and death, and the 

resurrection and exaltation of Christ would appear to be 

legitimate. Such a schema for doctrines of salvation in 

the second, third, and fourth centuries must not be taken 

to imply that either the life or the death or the resurrec¬ 

tion of Christ was ever seen as the one saving event in 

utter isolation from the whole of the biblical picture. 

Repeatedly we shall see the several emphases brought 

together in one passage. But differences of emphasis do 

exist and can be identified. 

From an examination of how Christian writers of the 

second century employed materials that are now in¬ 

corporated into the synoptic Gospels and of how they 

transmitted other materials that did not find their way 

into the canon of the New Testament, it is clear that 

meditation on the life and teachings of Jesus was a major 
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preoccupation of the piety and doctrine of the church. 

To cite one of the earliest writers, Clement of Rome 

ended an extensive catena of biblical quotations about 

the humility and patience of Christ with the exhortation: 

"You see, beloved, what the example is that has been 

given us.” Christ as example and Christ as teacher were 

constant and closely related doctrinal themes, but pre¬ 

cisely because salvation, however it may have been de¬ 

fined, was the fundamental truth of the gospel, the imita¬ 

tion of Christ as example and the obedience to Christ 

as teacher must be seen in their close connection with it. 

Where that connection is not noted, the doctrines of 

Christ as teacher and Christ as example can be inter¬ 

preted as evidence of a moralism bereft of the idea of 

salvation. For one critic of First Clement, "It is difficult 

to see any place for Christ in the Christian salvation 

beyond that of a preacher of the 'grace of repentance.’ ” 

"The most astonishing feature” of all the apostolic 

fathers, he states in summary, "was the failure to grasp 

the significance of the death of Christ.” Even more open 

to this criticism were the apologists. "Only Justin pro¬ 

vides anything resembling an answer. . . . Undoubtedly 

the principal purpose of the incarnation, when he views 

the matter as a philosopher, strikes him as having been 

didactic. ’ Some of the other apologists did not even 

make much of a point of that. Bent as they were upon 

proving that Christianity was the fulfillment of the 

intuitions and expectations of all the nations, not only 

of the Jews, the apologists represented Christ as God’s 

answer to the ideas and aspirations of the Greek phi¬ 

losophers. In their treatises, therefore, salvation could 

be equated with the gift of this answer. But it is a mis¬ 

take to read their treatises in isolation from what the 

church was believing, teaching, and confessing. As one 

of the most influential and most critical of the inter¬ 

preters of Justin pointed out, "It is equally certain that 

Justin’s own faith was nourished more by that which 

the congregation confessed and taught concerning Christ 

its Lord than by that which he himself interpreted in a 

theoretical way.” He was, after all, ready to lay down his 

life for Christ; and his martyrdom speaks louder, even 

doctrinally, than does his apologetics. 

The writings of the apologists, even those of Justin, 

were addressed to readers on the outside. Is there any 
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reason to assume that in the doctrine of the church ''on 

the inside” the cruciality of Christ as teacher and example 

ran deeper than the rather vapid expressions of Justin 

and the other apologists would indicate? The answer 

to that difficult question is bound up with the interpreta¬ 

tion of Irenaeus’s doctrine of recapitulation. If that 

doctrine was completely a piece of his private speculation, 

then it cannot serve as proof that the church’s doctrine 

went beyond the theories of the apologists; but then it 

would also prove that Irenaeus was unbelievably more 

of an individualistic religious genius than his own doctrine 

of the criteria of apostolic continuity would have per¬ 

mitted either him or any other Christian teacher except 

a Valentinian heretic to be. Liturgical sources and the 

writings of other church fathers suggest that in this 

doctrine of recapitulation, as in his teaching generally, 

Irenaeus was reflecting the mind of the Christian commu¬ 

nity, even though his own mind may have elaborated and 

embellished the seminal ideas present in the belief, 

teaching, and confession of the church. Even the artificial 

literary theories regarding the sources of Irenaeus lead 

to the same conclusion. 

Irenaeus’s doctrine of recapitulation can be read as the 

most profound theological vindication in the second and 

third centuries of the universal Christian ideal of the 

imitation of Christ. For Irenaeus, the imitation of Christ 

by the Christian was part of God’s cosmic plan of salva¬ 

tion which began with Christ’s imitation of the Christian 

or, more precisely, with Christ’s imitation of Adam. The 

Logos "assimilated himself to man and man to himself’’ 

in his life and in his passion. After his incarnation he 

passed through every stage of human growth, hallowing 

each and redeeming each by "being made for them an 

example of piety, righteousness, and submission.” The 

disobedience of the first Adam was undone through the 

complete obedience of the second Adam, so that many 

should be justified and attain salvation. He summed up in 

himself the entire continuity of the human race and 

provided man with salvation in a concise summary. "So 

the Word was made flesh, in order that sin, destroyed 

by means of that same flesh through which it had gained 

the mastery and taken hold and lorded it, should no 

longer be in us; and therefore our Lord took up the same 

first formation for an incarnation, that so he might join 
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battle on behalf of his forefathers, and overcome through 

Adam what had stricken us through Adam.” Christ be¬ 

came the example for men, as Adam had been the exam¬ 

ple for Christ; being the Logos of God, Christ was not 

only the example, but the exemplar and prototype of 

the image of God according to which man had been 

created. The origin of this parallelism in the Pauline dis¬ 

cussions of the first and the second Adam, Irenaeus’s 

quotation from a lost work of Justin where the parallelism 

appeared, and the echoes of it in other writers all bear 

out the impression that the term "example” in the doc¬ 

trine of salvation carried connotations not exhausted by 

its rather superficial exposition at the hands of the 

apologists. 

The same is true of the term "imitation” of God or of 

Christ. It was laden with connotations which it had 

acquired in Platonic usage, where imitation had come to 

mean "the process by which the poet or actor assimilates 

himself ... to the person whom he is portraying and 

thereby extinguishes his own personality for the time 

being” and where the imitation of God was the ideal. 

Echoing some of Tertullian’s eschatological ideas, 

Cyprian admonished his readers to "imitate” what they 

would some day be. Philo had combined the Platonic 

aspiration toward the imitation of God with biblical ideas, 

and on this basis Clement of Alexandria developed one 

of the fullest doctrines of imitation. The statement of 

the Sermon on the Mount, "Be merciful, even as your 

Father is merciful,” provided biblical warrant for describ¬ 

ing the mature Christian as an imitator of God; for "the 

[Old Testament] law calls imitation 'following,’ and 

such 'following’ to the limits of one’s power makes one 

like the model.” This assimilation to Christ would pro¬ 

duce incorruptibility and salvation. After a series of 

quotations from Plato, supported by a series from the 

Old Testament, Clement found his definition of imita¬ 

tion summed up in I Corinthians ii:i, which he took to 

mean that "assimilation to God, so that as far as possible 

a man becomes righteous and holy with wisdom, [Paul] 

lays down as the aim of faith, and the end to be that 

restitution of the promise which is effected by faith.” 

Platonic and highly idiosyncratic though Clement’s doc¬ 

trine of imitation quite unabashedly was, both it and 

Irenaeus’s doctrine of recapitulation act as a corrective on 
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any reductionism in the interpretation of what was meant 

by salvation through obedience to the teachings of Christ 

and through imitation of his example. 

Yet the language of Irenaeus and Clement also shows 

that neither the teachings nor the example of Christ could 

be isolated from the message of the cross. According to 

Irenaeus, it was not only by recapitulating each stage of 

human development that Christ brought salvation, but 

especially by the obedience of his passion, which on the 

tree of the cross undid the damage done by the tree of 

disobedience. And even Clement, though he could speak 

almost glibly of Christ’s "acting out the drama of human 

salvation’’ and not so much as mention the cross in this 

connection, went on a little later to declare that Christ 

had "transformed sunset into sunrise and by his cruci¬ 

fixion turned death into life.’’ It is significant that this 

confession follows a passage that sounds like a quotation 

from the church’s worship. For there is reason to believe 

that the saving power of the suffering and death of 

Christ was more explicitly celebrated in the liturgy of 

the second century than formulated in its theology. 

There are certainly liturgical echoes audible in some 

of the language of the church fathers describing Christ’s 

death as a sacrifice, which was a term borrowed from 

pre-Christian worship, both Jewish and pagan, and 

adopted very early for Christian worship. Just how early 

the idea of sacrifice was applied to Christian worship, 

specifically to the Eucharist, is the subject of controversy. 

But by the date of the Didache—although that date is 

itself a controversial issue—the application of the term 

"sacrifice’’ to the Eucharist seems to have been quite 

natural, together with the identification of the Christian 

Eucharist as the "pure offering” commanded in Malachi 

1:11. But even without an answer to the question of 

the Christian sacrifice, the description in the Epistle to 

the Hebrews of the death of Christ as a sacrifice seems 

to have been based on the Jewish liturgy. When the 

Jewish liturgical context of this sacrificial language could 

no longer be taken for granted among Christian hearers 

and readers, the Christian liturgies were already using 

similar language about the offering of the prayers, the 

gifts, and the lives of the worshipers, and probably also 

about the offering of the sacrifice of the Mass, so that the 
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sacrificial interpretation of the death of Christ never 

lacked a liturgical frame of reference. When Barnabas, 

perhaps alone among the apostolic fathers, identified 

Jesus with the sacrificial victim of Old Testament worship, 

this accorded with his view of the Old Testament. And 

when, somewhat more than a century later, Cyprian 

described Christ as offering the sacrifice of his suffering, 

it was in the context of the most extensive discussion 

of the celebration of the Eucharist in the third century. 

Between Barnabas and Cyprian, we find Tertullian 

speaking of Christ "offering himself up [to God] for 

our offenses" and citing the sacrifices of pagan worship 

in defense of the appropriateness of such an idea; and 

in a contrast between the "sacraments" of the Old Testa¬ 

ment and those of the New, he spoke of Christ as a 

"sacrifice for all the Gentiles.” 

Yet the development of the doctrine of the death of 

Christ was to be shaped by another term, "satisfaction," 

which Tertullian seems to have introduced into Chris¬ 

tian language but which was to find its normative exposi¬ 

tion only in the Middle Ages. Tertullian’s doctrine of 

"satisfaction” may have come from Roman private law, 

where it referred to the amends one made to another for 

failing to discharge on obligation, or from Roman pub¬ 

lic law, which enabled the term to be interpreted as a 

form of punishment. In the language of the church, 

"satisfaction" was a term for the reparation made neces¬ 

sary by sins after baptism, within the context of the 

developing doctrine of penance. Tertullian’s treatise on 

repentance spoke of God as "one to whom you may make 

satisfaction" and of confession as motivated by a desire to 

make satisfaction. One who repented was "making satis¬ 

faction to the Lord,” one who lapsed after repentance 

was "making satisfaction to the devil.” The momentous 

consequences of the introduction of "satisfaction" into 

Christian vocabulary did not become evident until later. 

The first to apply the term to the death of Christ seems 

to have been Hilary, who equated "satisfaction" with 

"sacrifice" and interpreted the cross as Christ’s great 

act of reparation to God on behalf of sinners. Although 

the actual use of Tertullian’s term "satisfaction" for the 

death of Christ cannot be traced to Tertullian himself, 

it was a fuller exposition of such statements of his as this: 
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"Who has ever redeemed the death of another by his own, 

except the Son of God alone? . . . Indeed, it was for 

this purpose that he came—to die for sinners.” And the 

term adds its own weight to the impression that many of 

the themes in which theologians eventually expressed 

their discussions of the saving power of the death of 

Christ came from the liturgical and sacramental life of 

the church. 

One such term, however, was certainly not liturgical, 

but exegetical in its basis, the term "ransom.” The basis 

was provided both by the sayings attributed to Jesus, which 

spoke of the Son of man "giving his life as a ransom 

for many,” and by the more frequent use of this idea in 

the Old Testament, especially in Isaiah 53:5-6, a passage 

that was claimed by Christians, beginning with the writers 

of the New Testament, as an explicit prophecy of Christ’s 

passion. The Epistle to Diognetus was apparently repeat¬ 

ing the language of the Bible when it said that God 

"himself parted with his own Son as a ransom for us, the 

holy for the lawless, the guileless for the evil.” But 

neither this statement nor the biblical passages on which 

it was based specified to whom the ransom had been paid. 

Because of the prominence of demonology in Christian pi¬ 

ety and theology, the Christian thinkers who dealt with 

the idea of ransom usually took it to be a ransom paid to 

the devil to set man free. Irenaeus does not seem to have 

had this conception in mind in his exposition of the idea 

of the ransom, but Origen clearly did. Origen’s biblical 

commentaries, where "his doctrine [was] much nearer 

to the common ecclesiastical Christianity,” repeatedly 

referred to the idea of Christ’s being handed over by his 

Father to the hostile powers. Since the devil had the 

power of death, the way man was rescued from devil and 

death was for the Son to be delivered by the Father into 

the devil’s hands, and by him in turn into the hands of 

the enemies of Christ. "To whom did he give his soul 

as a ransom for many? Certainly not to God! Then why 

not the devil? For he had possession of us until there 

should be given to him the ransom for us, the soul of 

Jesus.” Only in the fourth century, in the thought of 

such men as Gregory Nazianzus, did this notion of a 

ransom paid to the devil yield to further theological reflec¬ 

tion. That reflection shared with the notion it rejected 

a basic recognition of the place of the cross in the Chris- 
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tian understanding of salvation; together with the 

sacrifice, the idea of ransom sustained that recognition in 

the thought of Origen. 

Yet when a modern Western Christian turns to the 

Christian writers of the second and third centuries for 

their understanding of salvation in Christ, it is neither 

their attention to the teachings and example of Christ 

(which he may, rather superficially, identify with that 

of Protestant liberalism) nor their preoccupation with 

the passion and death of Christ (which he may, with 

some justification, see as an ancestor of the orthodox 

doctrine of vicarious atonement), but their emphasis 

on the saving significance of the resurrection of Christ 

that he will find most unusual. So great was that emphasis 

in the soteriology of many church fathers that the defini¬ 

tion of salvation through Christ’s victory over man’s 

enemies has been called "the classic’’ theory of the atone¬ 

ment. To be sure, other ways of speaking about the atone¬ 

ment were too widespread even among the Greek fathers 

to permit us to ascribe exclusive or even primary force 

to any one theory, but Christ as victor was more important 

in orthodox expositions of salvation and reconciliation 

than Western dogmatics has recognized. 

It was apparently in defense of what he thought the 

church believed and taught, not merely in defense of his 

own speculations, that Origen asserted, in opposition to 

Celsus, the proposition that it was not enough for Christ, 

as a "wise and perfect man,’’ to provide "an example 

of the way to die for the sake of religion,” but that by 

his death he had begun the overthrow of the devil’s 

dominion over the whole earth; and "it was he who dwelt 

in the apparently human Jesus who said that he was the 

resurrection.” The "baptism” spoken of in Luke 12:50 

was not merely the suffering of Christ, but his "leading 

captivity captive.” The church doctrine described here 

by Origen was developed more fully by Irenaeus, with 

two biblical passages, Genesis 3:15 and Matthew 12:29, 

supplying the basis for his exposition. The promise of 

the woman’s seed in Genesis 3:15 described the conflict 

between Christ and the devil as one in which the devil 

would win temporarily but Christ would triumph 

eternally. It required that the champion of mankind him¬ 

self be a man who would do battle with Adam’s conqueror 

and vanquish him, granting the palm of victory over 
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death to those who had been captive to death and the 

devil. The woman’s seed, the conquering Christ, crushed 

the head of the serpent and destroyed the last enemy, 

death; man was set free, and "his salvation is death’s 

destruction.’’ Christ, by his suffering, destroyed death 

and error, corruptibility and ignorance, and he endowed 

believers with incorruption. The words of Jesus in Mat¬ 

thew 12:29 meant that Satan would be bound with the 

very chains with which he had bound man and would 

be led captive. Paraphrasing the passage, Irenaeus said: 

"He [Christ] fought and was victorious; for he was 

man doing battle for the fathers, and by his obedience 

utterly abolishing disobedience. For he bound the strong 

man, liberated the weak, and by destroying sin endowed 

his creation with salvation.’’ 

From these statements of Irenaeus and Origen it is 

evident that not only the resurrection of Christ, but espe¬ 

cially his passion and death belonged to the description 

of salvation as the victory of Christ over the enemies of 

man. Another event sometimes associated with that 

victory was the descent into hell. The earliest references 

to this event seem to have been in Syriac materials, where 

it probably was synonymous with his death and burial; 

some later references to it seem to have kept this mean¬ 

ing. But in Justin it had already come to acquire addi¬ 

tional connotations, thanks to one of the passages which 

Justin accused the Jews of expunging from the Old 

Testament: "The Lord God remembered his dead people 

of Israel who lay in their graves, and he descended to 

preach to them his own salvation.’’ Quoted also by 

Irenaeus, this passage seemed to interpret Christ’s 

"descent into the realm of the dead” as a liberation of 

the patriarchs of the Old Testament. The only passage 

of the New Testament that could incontrovertibly be 

applied to this event was i Peter 3:19, where, however, 

it was not the patriarchs, but "the spirits in prison” to 

whom Christ descended to preach. This could be taken 

to refer to pagan spirits who had not heard him in the 

days of his flesh, but whose expectation of him made 

their paganism a preparation for the gospel. Ephraem 

Syrus represented the demons as exclaiming at the 

"odious sign” when Christ captured their cities. But it 

was in the West that the descent acquired creedal status 

with its incorporation into the final text of the Apostles’ 
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Creed, no earlier than 370. By that time, however, West¬ 

ern theology was interpreting the atonement as a sacrifice 

and increasingly as an act of satisfaction offered by the 

death of Christ. The descent into hell then assumed the 

function which the Greek fathers had assigned to the 

death and resurrection, the triumph celebrated by Christ 

over the devil and his legions. As "the harrowing of 

hell,” the descent played a significant part in the arts as 

well as in the church’s teaching, but it was not until the 

Middle Ages and the Reformation that it became an 

issue of dogmatic debate. 

Certainly the boldest version of the idea that salvation 

was a triumph over the devil was Origen’s speculation 

about the restoration of all things ^dTro/cardcrTao't? 

TravToiv}.” From his theory of the preexistence and the 

prehistorical fall of the soul he drew a corollary about its 

ultimate destiny; for "the end is always like the begin¬ 

ning.” The decisive text for his picture of this "end” was 

1 Corinthians 15:24-28, which prophesied the eventual 

subjection of ail enemies, including death, to Christ, and 

the delivery of the kingdom by Christ to the Father. Then 

God would be "all in all.” The pedagogical process by 

which this subjection was to be carried out would achieve 

"salvation,” and Origen was prepared to believe "that 

the goodness of God, through his Christ, may recall all 

his creatures to one end, even his enemies being conquered 

and subdued”—not only "the last enemy,” death, but also 

the devil, who held the world in his dominion. God 

would not truly be "all in all” until "the end has been 

restored to the beginning, and the termination of things 

compared with their commencement. . . . And when 

death shall no longer exist anywhere, nor the sting of 

death, nor any evil at all, then truly God will be all in all.” 

In voicing this speculation, Origen believed himself to be 

thinking within the confines of ecclesiastical orthodoxy, 

which had not pronounced on these eschatological ques¬ 

tions. Eventually, in the sixth century, it did pronounce 

on them, condemning this version of universalism. The 

version of it propounded by Gregory of Nyssa, disen¬ 

gaged from Origen’s idea of preexistence but grounded in 

Gregory’s definition of the vision of God as an eternal 

process in which "one never reaches satiety in his yearn¬ 

ing for God,” was not condemned, at least not formally; 

but it was also not made a dogma. A temporal creation 
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and a temporal end of history were part of the church’s 

official doctrine, as was Christ’s victory over death and the 

devil. It was left to theology to ponder the various the¬ 

ories about how the reconciliation of God with the world 

was achieved in the life, death, and resurrection of Christ, 

as well as the various speculations about how the victory 

assured by this reconciliation would eventually be actual¬ 

ized in history and beyond history. 

Roughly corresponding to these three themes of the 

life and teachings, the suffering and death, and the resur¬ 

rection and exaltation of Christ as the means by which 

salvation was achieved were three ways of defining the 

content of the salvation which he brought: revelation of 

the truth; forgiveness of sins and justification; immortal¬ 

ity and deification. These definitions are, if anything, 

even less discrete in the literature than are the atonement 

themes we have just examined. Nor is the correspondence 

between each of the definitions and its counterpart an 

exact one. There is, in fact, an even deeper, though 

largely unexamined, ambiguity in the doctrine of salva¬ 

tion through Christ, running through both the atonement 

themes and the definitions of salvation. Was the work of 

Christ to be thought of as having accomplished the recon¬ 

ciliation between God and the world or as having dis¬ 

closed a reconciliation that had actually been there all 

along ? 

That ambiguity was especially palpable when the work 

of Christ was represented as that of the exemplar and 

teacher who brought the true revelation of God’s will for 

man. His prophecies had come true in the past, Justin 

argued, and the reasonable man should therefore believe 
Just, i Apol.12.10 (Goodspeed . . . 

33) his teachings. To be a Christian meant to live in accord- 
just. 1 Apol. 16.14 (Goodspeed 

37-38) ance with these teachings. When Clement of Rome re¬ 

ferred to Christ as "our salvation, the high priest who 

offers our gifts, the patron and helper in our weakness,” 

he went on to specify the content of that salvation: 

"Through him the eyes of our heart were opened. 

Through him our unintelligent and darkened mind shoots 

up into the light. Through him the Master was pleased to 

z c/ra.36.1-2 (Bihlmeyer 55) let us taste the knowledge that never fades.” Although 

the doctrine of the eternal Logos gave this emphasis upon 

Christ as the imparter of saving revelation a depth that 

went beyond the simple designation of Jesus as the great¬ 

est of prophets, it served only to accentuate the stark con- 
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trast between what the apologists said about the person of 

Christ and what they said about the work of Christ: He 

did not have to be identified that intimately with God if 

his chief vocation as Savior was to teach men the truth 

about monotheism and the moral life. 

These same apologists also spoke often about the cruci¬ 

fixion of Jesus. Their theories of its effect on the relation 

between God and man were far more rudimentary than 

were their ideas about the enlightenment in Christ’s teach¬ 

ings, but in the liturgy of the church and in its biblical 

imagery they found so high an esteem for the cross that 

they had to include it even if they had no adequate sys¬ 

tematic formulas to describe its importance for salvation. 

He who was bound to the wood of the cross of Christ, 

Clement of Alexandria promised his pagan readers, 

would be delivered from destruction. Christ was "the 

purifier [from sin], the Savior, and the bringer of peace." 

As God, Christ forgave sins; as man, he trained his fol¬ 

lowers not to sin. The application of Isaiah 53 to Christ 

frequently shaped the connection between the death of 

Christ and the forgiveness of sins. Origen quoted almost 

the entire chapter in his defense of the doctrine that those 

who had once been sinful had been "healed by the pas¬ 

sion of the Savior." But as many of the passages from the 

fathers which we have quoted make clear, the definition 

of salvation as revelation and the definition of it as for¬ 

giveness were repeatedly linked with what seems from 

the surviving documentary evidence to have been by far 

the most widespread understanding of salvation in the 

church catholic of the second and third centuries, namely, 

salvation from death and the attainment of everlasting 

life. 

Liturgical sources from widely scattered areas attest to 

the universal importance of this understanding. One of 

the earliest of Christian prayers thanked God for "the 

knowledge, faith, and immortality, which thou hast made 

known through thy servant, Jesus"; similar prayers ap¬ 

peared in other liturgies. The doctrine of salvation as 

rescue from the power of death, expressed in these litur¬ 

gies, was carried over into the literature of apologetics, 

exegesis, and instruction. If it were not for the knowledge 

of God that had come in Christ, wrote Minucius Felix to 

the pagans, what substantial happiness could there be, 

since death was inevitable? Christians, declared Justin Min.Fel.Oc/.37.8(C5£L 2:53) 
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in response to Trypho, were able to rejoice in death be¬ 

cause they expected to be raised free of corruption, 

change, and death. The love spoken of in the Song of 

Solomon, said Origen in his commentary, "alone pos¬ 

sesses immortality,” and therefore it alone could make 

believers immortal. The lire unquenchable threatened 

everlasting death, wrote Ignatius to the Ephesians, but 

Christ had breathed incorruption upon the church. This 

definition of the meaning of salvation, which reached its 

consummate expression in the theology of Athanasius, 

was the common property of catholic Christianity. 

Frequently it was bound up with the continuing though 

flagging hope for the speedy return of Christ. The ex¬ 

pressions of that hope, however, were also frequently 

tied to the assurance that the substance of the infinite 

bliss of heaven was already the possession of the church 

on earth. Tertullian’s recourse to such assurance is par¬ 

ticularly significant in view of his importance for the de¬ 

velopment of eschatological doctrine. His graphic de¬ 

scription of the great spectacle on the day of judgment, 

when poets, philosophers, and rulers would receive their 

long-delayed recompense, concluded with the observation 

that by faith believers could have the joy of this spectacle 

even now. He taunted Marcion for teaching a deliverance 

that was imperfect because it lay exclusively in the future. 

In language and thought closely related to Tertullian’s, 

Minucius Felix boasted that Christians "both rise again 

in bliss and are already living in contemplation of the 

future.” And Tertullian’s disciple Cyprian assured his 

readers of salvation from death here and hereafter be¬ 

cause the Savior, "who once conquered death for us, is 

continually conquering it in us.” 

An important element of this salvation from death was 

salvation from sin. A proof text for the definition of the 

relation between salvation from death and salvation from 

sin was the healing of the paralytic in Matthew 9:2—9, as 

interpreted by the Greek fathers. According to Irenaeus, 

this passage meant that the only Son of God had come 

from God for the salvation of man. Through his Son, he 

against whom man had sinned came to grant the forgive¬ 

ness of sins. Because disease was one of the consequences 

of sin, it was appropriate that the bringer of "salvation 

fo-corry/oia]” be the bringer of "health and 

against the Gnostics Irenaeus insisted that the bringer of 
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salvation from sin and the bringer of salvation from dis¬ 

ease had to be the same. Therefore when Jesus remitted 

sins, he healed man, and also manifested who he himself 

was. No one could forgive sins but God; the salvation of 

healing and forgiveness which Jesus brought demon¬ 

strated that he was the very Logos of God, so that while it 

was as man that he suffered for man, it would be as God 

that he had mercy on man and forgave him his sin. Or, as 

Clement of Alexandria said in summarizing the same 

pericope, the good tutor, the Logos, healed the body and 

soul, granting restoration of health to the sick and for- 

1:93) giveness to the sinners; and to both he was "the Savior.” 

For the Greek patristic tradition, especially in its mys¬ 

tical forms, the final goal and result of this saving knowl¬ 

edge, this forgiveness, and this rescue from death was 

"deification [6kWi<?].” The appeal of Clement of Alex¬ 

andria to the Greeks was that "the Logos of God had be¬ 

come man so that you might learn from a man how a man 

) may become God.” Origen took the petition of the Lord’s 

Prayer for daily bread to mean that those who were nour- 

-72) ished by God the Logos would thereby be made divine. 

In many other places, too, he defined salvation as the at¬ 

tainment of the gift of divinity. Identification with Christ 

would lift the believer through the human nature of 

Christ to union with his divine nature and thus with God 

and thus to deification. The full clarification of the term 

"deification” had to await the resolution of the conflict 

over the deity of Christ; the church could not specify what 

it meant to promise that man would become divine until 

it had specified what it meant to confess that Christ had 

always been divine. But even from the writings of Ire- 

naeus, Clement, and Origen, for all the differences be¬ 

tween them, we can conclude that the church could not 

regard "salvation” as simply a restoration of what had 

been lost in the first Adam, the original creation; it had to 

be an incorporation into what had been vouchsafed in the 

second Adam, a new creation. 

The Church and the Means of Grace 

Historically, the relation between the doctrine of grace 

and the doctrine of the means of grace has been ambigu¬ 

ous. The doctrine of grace as justification and forgiveness 

developed slowly and unsteadily; the doctrine of the 

means of grace, on the other hand, developed very rapidly. 
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A high estimate of the means of grace was not necessarily 

incompatible with a low estimate of grace itself; that is, it 

was possible to emphasize the sacraments as something 

which a man did, at the expense of grace as something 

which God gave. A theologian did not have to be very 

specific about the content of the means of grace to insist 

that they were essential. 

In one sense, of course, the use of "means of grace’’ as 

a plural is deceptive, for the church was itself the primary 

means of grace. Irenaeus was expressing a common con¬ 

viction when he said: "Where the church is, there is the 

Spirit of God; and where the Spirit of God is, there is the 

church, and every kind of grace.’’ But he did go on in the 

next sentence to speak of "the fountain that issued from 

the body of Christ,’’ apparently referring, on the basis of 

the tradition reflected in John 19:34 and in 1 John 3:6-8, 

to baptism or to the Eucharist or perhaps even to both. 

The doctrine of the church and the doctrine of the sacra¬ 

ments were corollaries, for both described the divinely in¬ 

stituted means through which grace was communicated. 

The church, the Scriptures, the priesthood, the sacraments 

—all were called "holy,’’ both because they were holy in 

themselves and because they made men holy by the sancti- 

fying grace whose instruments they were. To Origen, for 

instance, the Eucharist was "a certain holy body which 

sanctifies those who partake of it with a pure intention.’’ 

The term "holy’’ applied with special force to the 

church. It was used already in the New Testament; and 

of the four classic notes of the church defined in the 

Nicene Creed—one, holy, catholic, and apostolic—it ap¬ 

peared in more creeds and in earlier creeds than did any 

of the others. In the present connection, the notes of 

holiness and unity are of immediate relevance, for by 

their intimate and intrinsic association with the doctrine 

of the sacraments—an association evident already in 1 

Corinthians—they helped to shape that doctrine and were 

shaped by it in turn. This association was especially de¬ 

cisive for the doctrine of the holiness of the church, as an 

early liturgical formula suggested when it invited the 

communicants with the words: "If any man is holy, let 

him come; if any man is not, let him repent.’’ It was also 

over the definition of the holiness of the church and over 

its implications for baptism and penance that some of the 

earliest ecclesiological controversies arose. 
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There was no controversy over the absolute require¬ 

ment that the church be holy; that was universally assumed 

and unanimously asserted, by catholics, schismatics, and 

heretics alike, as can be seen from the witness of Tertul- 

lian. Writing as a catholic, Tertullian boasted that the 

members of the church alone were without crime; writing 

as a Montanist schismatic, he scorned the moral com¬ 

promise which supposed that a member of the church 

could become superior in holiness through self-indul¬ 

gence; and he quoted Marcion the heretic as demanding 

celibacy for sanctity in his church. Hippolytus warned that 

if anyone wanted to become a citizen of the church but 

lacked the fear of God, it would be of no benefit to him 

to congregate with the saints. The church was holy be¬ 

cause Christ was present in it; therefore it was called "the 

spouse of Christ’’ or "the body of Christ’’ or even "the 

body of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.’’ But the holiness 

that was the gift of the indwelling Christ also had to be 

an attribute of the members of the church. Susanna was 

"a figure of the church’’ for Hippolytus, exhibiting the 

freedom from the sins of the flesh that belonged to the 

true holiness of the church and of its members; Cyprian, 

too, read the story of Susanna as an allegory of the church 

and its purity, both doctrinal and moral. 

Yet both Hippolytus and Cyprian became involved in 

grave doctrinal controversies about the holiness of the 

church. Hippolytus clashed with Callistus, bishop of 

Rome, over the latter’s willingness to define the holiness 

of the church in such a way that men who had "indulged 

in sensual pleasures” were not completely excluded if they 

were properly penitent. Whether or not Callistus was 

being accused of violating the church’s stand on absolu¬ 

tion after proper penance and whether or not this accusa¬ 

tion was fair—both highly mooted questions—it seems 

obvious that Hippolytus, for his part, was defending a 

definition of the holiness of the church as "the holy as¬ 

sembly of those who live in accordance with righteous¬ 

ness.” In opposition to him Callistus argued on the basis 

of two biblical proofs: the parable of the wheat and the 

tares, which was to become dominant in the later catholic 

defense of the idea of the church as a "composite body 

(corpus permixtum)” made up of saints and sinners; and 

the ancient typology of the ark of Noah, which included 

unclean animals together with the clean. These were taken 
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to imply that the definition of the holiness of the church 

would have to be based on forgiveness rather than on the 

empirical sanctity of its members. The tares were, Callis- 

tus maintained, "the sinners in the church.” As Hamel has 

summarized the conflict between the two, "For Hippol- 

ytus the church is the congregation of saints, whose holi¬ 

ness is guaranteed by the unconditional purity of its mem¬ 

bers from sins of the flesh. But according to Callistus, the 

church does not lose its character as 'church catholic’ even 

when unworthy members remain within it.” 

Cyprian’s conception of the holiness of the church wras 

both more profound and more complex. It was called 

forth by two distinct though related crises in the life of 

the Latin-speaking church, the controversy over the re¬ 

admission of the "lapsed”—those guilty of apostasy dur¬ 

ing persecution—into the communion of the church and 

the controversy over the rebaptism of those who had been 

baptized by heretics. Both of these controversies were to 

reach, with their repercussions, into the doctrinal debates 

of the fifth century and even beyond. Therefore the evolu¬ 

tion of Cyprian’s attitude toward the issue of readmission, 

while principally a part of the history of church discipline, 

was crucial for the entire development of the doctrine of 

the church as well. On the one hand, the gradual relaxa¬ 

tion of the conditions for readmission involved the con¬ 

cession that the ideal of a pure church had to yield to the 

concept of the church as the place where purity was to be 

pursued; on the other hand, Cyprian continued to argue 

against the wholesale application of the parable of the 

wheat and the tares to the doctrine of the church. Cyp¬ 

rian’s resolution of this tension between two definitions 

of the holiness of the church came in the course of his 

controversy with the bishop of Rome over the validity of 

baptism outside the church. Although he had been com¬ 

pelled, in the controversy over the lapsed, to concede that 

the presence of sinful members did not invalidate the 

holiness of the church, he would not permit that to mean 

that the church could tolerate sinful clergy. For the people 

could not be free of the contagion of sin if they communi¬ 

cated with a sinful priest. Cyprian seems to have con¬ 

cluded that the very condition of the church as a mixed 

body required that the bishops and clergy be pure, so that 

they might administer the sacraments by which the mem¬ 

bers of the church could become pure. 
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This reinterpretation of the holiness of the church was 

to become one of the chief issues in the Donatist contro¬ 

versy. But it also served to give additional force to Cyp¬ 

rian’s view of the church as the institution outside of 

which there was no salvation. Noah’s ark, which to Cal- 

listus meant that both clean and unclean could be saved, 

meant to Cyprian that only those within the church could 

be saved; he cited it as a self-evident axiom that there was 

no salvation outside the church. Hence it was imperative 

that the unity of the church be preserved, and Cyprian 

devoted his most famous treatise to this theme. The unity 

of the church, like its holiness, was to be found in the 

bishops, in their unity with one another, affirmed by the 

words of Jesus to Peter in Matthew 16:18-19. No pas¬ 

sage in Cyprian’s writings has received more detailed at¬ 

tention than the two versions of the exegesis of these 

words in chapter 4 of his Unity of the Church: one ver¬ 

sion seems to assert the primacy of Peter as prerequisite to 

unity among the bishops, while the other seems to treat 

the primacy of Peter as only representative of that unity. 

It seems that the first of these versions came first, chrono¬ 

logically, while the second was a clarification of it issued 

by Cyprian himself, because Rome was making more of 

his words than he had intended. But the debate over the 

"papal” vs. the "episcopal” exegesis of Matthew 16:18- 

19 should not obscure the more fundamental point shared 

by both kinds of exegesis: the indispensability of the em¬ 

pirical unity of the church, "this holy mystery of oneness, 

this unbreakable bond of close-knit harmony . . . por¬ 

trayed in the Gospel by our Lord Jesus Christ’s coat, 

which was not divided or cut at all. . . . [For] that man 

cannot possess the garment of Christ who rends and 

divides the church of Christ.” 

In making such an issue of the empirical unity of the 

church, Cyprian was expressing the conviction of the 

church catholic from the beginning. Heresy and schism 

were closely related because both of them violated the 

unity of the church. It is interesting that in all seven 

epistles of Ignatius the church was explicitly called "holy” 

only once, while the unity of the church in the bishop 

was one of the overriding preoccupations of all the 

epistles, so much so that it seems accurate to conclude that 

"the most important aspect of the church for the apostolic 

fathers is its unity.” It has also been observed that the R.Grant (1964) 1:137-38 
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noun "unity” occurred eleven times in Ignatius and the 

verb six times, but that neither was found anywhere else 

in the apostolic fathers. For both Ignatius and Cyprian, 

moreover, the bishop was the key to authentic unity, and 

schism was identified as party spirit in opposition to him. 

Therefore the efforts to superimpose upon the second or 

third centuries the distinction made by Augustinism and 

especially by the Reformation between the visible and the 

invisible churches have proved quite ineffectual, even in 

interpreting the thought of Origen, whose dichotomy be¬ 

tween the heavenly and the earthly churches might seem 

to have tended in that direction; but on earth there was 

only one church, and it was finally inseparable from the 

sacramental, hierarchical institution. This church was, in 

a striking phrase of Origen, "the cosmos of the cosmos, 

because Christ has become its cosmos, he who is the 

primal light of the cosmos.” 

For another distinction of Augustinism and the Ref¬ 

ormation, however, there is considerable support in the 

teaching of the second- and third-century fathers: the dis¬ 

tinction between the hierarchical priesthood and the 

priesthood of all believers. Already in Clement of Rome 

and in the Didache the attributes of the Levitical priest¬ 

hood of the Old Testament were being applied to the 

ministers of the church. Yet the conception of the priest¬ 

hood of believers remained alongside this development, 

as is evident from quite divergent lines of tradition. Ire- 

naeus was the most articulate defender of the thesis that 

the continuity of the church was guaranteed by the apos¬ 

tolic office of the men who held the apostolic sees; yet it 

was also Irenaeus who, perhaps more explicitly than any of 

his contemporaries, affirmed that "all the righteous have a 

priestly order” and that therefore "all the disciples of the 

Lord are Levites and priests.” The Montanism of Tertul- 

lian represented an attack upon the structures of ecclesi¬ 

astical order, including that of the clerical priesthood, in 

the name of the manifestations of the Spirit through the 

new prophecy, which transcended the distinction of clergy 

and laity; yet it was also Tertullian who, in the same 

Montanist treatise, formulated the principle that while 

all believers could say with the apostle in i Corinthians 

7:40, "I think that I have the Spirit of God,” this did not 

make all believers apostles; the distinction between clergy 

and laity was still to be observed. 
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The earliest formula of ordination to have survived, 

that which is preserved in the Apostolic Tradition of 

Hippolytus, prayed that God would pour out upon the 

bishop the power of the Holy Spirit, which Christ had 

bestowed on the apostles, and would endow him with the 

authority to intercede on behalf of the people and to ab¬ 

solve them of their sins. The surviving liturgical infor¬ 

mation and canonical legislation also reinforce the 

impression of great variety of usage, as well as of nomen¬ 

clature, in the relation between the offices of priest (or 

presbyter) and bishop, which seem to have been inter¬ 

changeable in some places but not in others; but these 

sources also document the general and deepening doc¬ 

trinal agreement on the sacramental understanding of the 

priesthood as dispenser of the means of grace, on its 

continuity with the apostles, and on its function as the 

assurance of unity. 

One means of grace associated with the ecclesiastical 

office, though not exclusively, was the word of God. 

"Word of God” was, of course, one of the most impor¬ 

tant technical terms for Jesus Christ in his relation to the 

Father; and when "the Gospel” or "Scripture” was 

equated with the "word of God,” the presence of Christ 

in this means of grace was seen as in some way analogous 

to his presence in the flesh. The translation of Aoyo? with 

"sermo,” speech or discourse, seems to have been wide¬ 

spread in early Christian Latin: Christ was the preaching 

of God. It suggests the teaching that, through his presence 

in the preached word, Christ the personal Word gave in¬ 

struction to the church and conferred the power to be¬ 

lieve and obey that instruction. When Origen spoke of 

"the divine word” promising to take away wickedness 

from those who heeded it, he was referring to Christ as 

the Word but also to Scripture as the word and to the 

proclamation of the word. The old man who converted 

Justin to Christianity kindled in his soul a love for the 

prophets and for the disciples of Christ. The words of 

Christ, he found, "have in themselves something of 

dreadful majesty, and are enough to put to shame those 

that turn out of the right way, while rest most delightful 

comes to those who carry them out in practice.” 

A special version of the doctrine of the word as means 

of grace came in the claim that the Scriptures could con¬ 

vert a reader, even apart from such instruction or procla- 
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mation. Tertullian maintained that anyone who "listened 

to" (which in the context seems to have meant "read”) 

the Old Testament would find God there, and that if he 

took the trouble to understand it he would be brought to 

faith. Tatian maintained that while he was pondering the 

religious practices and philosophical ideas of paganism he 

chanced upon the Old Testament, whose literary style, 

prophetic vision, moral force, and doctrine of providence 

caused him to believe it, to give obedience to the words of 

God, and in this way to be delivered from the tyranny of 

the rulers of the cosmos. Similarly, Theophilus described 

how, while he was still an unbeliever, he had encoun¬ 

tered the prophets of the Old Testament and had been 

converted; therefore he urged his reader to pay reverent 

attention to the prophetic Scriptures. The providential en¬ 

counter with just the right admonition or exhortation of 

Scripture became a convention in the literature of con¬ 

version: for example, in the account of Antony’s hearing 

of Matthew 19:21 and Matthew 6:34; in the related 

narrative of Augustine’s reading of Romans 13:13, which 

drove away his doubt and enlightened him with complete 

certainty; in the story of a chance reading of a psalm at 

Mass, vindicating Martin of Tours; and in the legend that 

Francis of Assisi made the sign of the cross over the Bible 

and then opened it to the three passages in the Gospels 

that spoke to his condition. The attention to the sacra¬ 

ments in dogmatic theology has failed to do justice to the 

place of the doctrine of the word of God, proclaimed but 

also written, within the total doctrine of the means of 

grace during the second and third century. 

In this same period, the doctrine of the means of grace 

did refer primarily to the sacraments, although the term 

sacrament" frequently did not refer only to what later 

centuries of the church called sacraments. From the writ¬ 

ings of Tertullian and Chrysostom it is clear what a great 

variety of Christian usages and teachings, far beyond any¬ 

thing termed sacramental in modern dogmatic terms, 

the Latin sacramentum and the Greek jj.v<jTTjptov 

could cover; in the New Testament the Greek word does 

not seem ever to refer explicitly to "sacraments.” Nor did 

early Christian theology treat in detail the question of 

sacraments in general; rather, its sacramental doctrine 

emerged from the concrete teaching and practice of the 

church. Baptism and Eucharist were linked as early as 1 
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Corinthians 10:1-4 and perhaps John 19:34 and 1 John 

3:6, but there could not be a doctrine of the sacraments 

before the doctrines of baptism, the Eucharist, penance, 

and whatever other sacraments had developed. The defi¬ 

nition of a doctrine of sacraments in general and the de¬ 

termination of their number at seven came only with the 

beginnings of scholastic theology in the Latin West, and 

they seem to have been adopted by the Greek East on the 

basis of their Western development. 

Although references to the doctrine of baptism are 

scattered throughout the Christian literature of the sec¬ 

ond and third centuries, only one extant treatise from that 

period is devoted exclusively to the subject, that of Ter- 

tullian. And the most succinct statement by Tertullian on 

the doctrine of baptism actually came, not in his treatise 

on baptism, but in his polemic against Marcion. (It was 

a similar polemical need that called forth Irenaeus’s sum¬ 

mary of the catholic doctrine of the Eucharist.) Contend¬ 

ing against Marcion’s dualism between the Creator and 

the Redeemer, Tertullian argued that none of the four 

basic gifts of baptism could be granted if that dualism 

were maintained. The four gifts were: the remission of 

sins, deliverance from death, regeneration, and the be¬ 

stowal of the Holy Spirit. All of these would be vitiated 

on the basis of Marcion’s presuppositions. It is note¬ 

worthy that Tertullian, regardless of how much a Mon- 

tanist he may have been at this point, was summarizing 

what the doctrine of the church was at his time—as well 

as probably before his time and certainly since his time. 

Tertullian’s enumeration of the gifts of baptism would 

be difficult to duplicate in so summary a form from other 

Christian writers, but those who did speak of baptism 

also spoke of one or more of these gifts. 

Baptism brought the remission of sins; the doctrine of 

baptism was in fact the occasion for many of the refer¬ 

ences to forgiveness of sins in the literature of these cen¬ 

turies. The Lord had commanded in Matthew 28:19-20, 

said Cyprian, that the nations be washed in the name of 

the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit and that 

their past sins be remitted in baptism. Hippolytus de¬ 

scribed those who were cleansed and who, by faith in the 

word of truth, put off the filth of their sins, as those who 

would receive the Holy Spirit. For Irenaeus, the story of 

the cleansing of Naaman the leper in 2 Kings 5 was a 
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type of baptism; for "as we are lepers in sin, we are made 

clean by means of the sacred water and the invocation of 

the Lord, from our old transgressions, being spiritually 

regenerated as newborn babes.” The baptism of John the 

Baptist was a baptism "of repentance for the forgiveness 

of sins”; but this meant, according to Tertullian, that John 

announced a forgiveness that was to come, while in Christ 

and in the baptism which he instituted the forgiveness 

and sanctification were actually conferred. Being baptized 

for (literally, into) the forgiveness of sins meant, warned 

Clement of Alexandria, a break with the pagan way of 

life and a substitution of faith for sin; this was what made 

sin after baptism such a grave offense, and "second re¬ 

pentance” a privilege not to be dealt with triflingly. 

Clement also attached remission of sins in baptism to 

"deliverance from death,” which was probably the most 

widely disseminated term for the content of salvation 

through Christ. In a description of the baptism of the 

Christian as an imitation of the "model [vnoy pafrq}” of 

Christ’s baptism, he enumerated its effects: "Being bap¬ 

tized, we are illuminated; illuminated, we become sons; 

being made sons, we are made perfect; being made per¬ 

fect, we are made immortal. 'I say,’ says he, 'you are gods, 

sons of the Most High, all of you.’ This work is variously 

called gift of grace, illumination, perfection, and wash¬ 

ing: washing, by which we wash away our sins; grace, by 

which the penalties accruing to transgressions are remit¬ 

ted; and illumination, with which that holy light of sal¬ 

vation is beheld, that is, by which we see God clearly.” 

Illumination as deliverance from darkness was a familiar 

metaphor for this deliverance from death through bap¬ 

tism, as Hebrews 6:4 and 10:32 suggest. When Justin 

explained the metaphor as signifying that those who were 

baptized were illuminated in their understanding, this 

seems to have been an apologetic reduction of the mean¬ 

ing given to illumination in the church’s teaching; for 

other instances of the term bear out Clement’s under¬ 

standing of it as a synonym for deliverance. Another 

metaphor for this deliverance was "seal,” as when Hennas 

spoke of the water of baptism as a seal, by means of which 

those who were to be saved ascended from the deadness 

of their former life to be made truly alive; even the 

descent into hell was interpreted to mean that the apostles 

had descended into the abode of the dead to preach and 
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to grant this seal of baptism, which would deliver them 

from death. 

With deliverance from death came a new life and re¬ 

generation. The phrase "washing of regeneration” in 

Titus 3:5 was synonymous with "the baptism of regenera¬ 

tion.” Weaving together Titus 3:3 and the creation story 

from Genesis, Methodius of Olympus developed the idea 

that the church, through intimate union with the Logos, 

gave birth to the faithful by means of the regeneration 

granted in baptism; "the illuminated receive [from the 

Holy Spirit], and by [him] they are rightly begotten into 

immortality.” While he was aware that pagan baptismal 

rites had the supposed purpose of achieving "regenera¬ 

tion and release from punishment,” Tertullian contrasted 

such rites with Christian baptism, which truly destroyed 

death by washing away sins. The practice of infant bap¬ 

tism contributed to the development of a more precise 

doctrine of original sin by Cyprian. His argument was 

based on the idea that baptism conferred the remission 

of sins and grace; for "the Son of man came not to destroy 

men’s lives but to save them.” Therefore Origen could 

point to the regeneration and renewal of life that had 

been effected by the "washing of regeneration” as proof 

of the transforming power of the gospel and of its superi¬ 

ority to pagan philosophy. 

But it does seem that for Origen, as for church doctrine 

generally, the most distinctive gift of baptism was the gift 

of the Holy Spirit. As Origen’s words suggest, the doc¬ 

trine of baptism was frequently the context within which 

the doctrine of the Holy Spirit as the gift of baptism came 

up for discussion; and since this was long before the dog¬ 

matic determination of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, 

this tendency to speak of the Holy Spirit in less than "per¬ 

sonal” terms may well have held back the development of 

the full form of the doctrine of the Trinity. Conversely, 

an earlier settlement of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit 

within the doctrine of the Trinity might have affected 

the development of the doctrine of baptism, but in fact 

this settlement came too late to matter significantly. The 

association of Christ’s baptizing with the gift of the Holy 

Spirit was attributed to John the Baptist in all four Gos¬ 

pels and appeared in Acts as well; it had established itself 

early in Christian teaching. Ignatius may have been con¬ 

trasting the gift of the Holy Spirit through the water of 
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baptism with the promise of the Spirit in other ritual 

washings when he referred to "eloquent water”; else¬ 

where, too, he linked baptism and the Holy Spirit. The 

conferral of the Holy Spirit in conjunction with baptism 

was the principal doctrinal point in Tertullian’s On Bap¬ 

tism:, where the story of the angel descending on the pool 

became the occasion for a description of the cleansing in 

baptism, which was followed by anointing and then by 

the imposition of hands, through which (rather than 

through baptism itself) the Holy Spirit was granted. The 

liturgical evidence in the Apostolic Tradition of Hippol- 

ytus about the granting of the Holy Spirit to the baptized 

is garbled in textual transmission and remarkably equivo¬ 

cal on the very question whether baptism itself or some 

other part of the ritual conferred the Spirit. Although the 

question cannot be answered from Hippolytus’s own 

teaching either, it is evident that in some way he connected 

the "washing of regeneration” in Titus 3:5 with the 

breath of the Holy Spirit, and made the gift of the Holy 

Spirit contingent on a "cleansing” that came in baptism. 

Whatever the precise moment of the coming of the Holy 

Spirit may have been thought to be, Cyprian was express¬ 

ing a catholic doctrine when he wrote that "water alone 

is not able to cleanse away sins, and to sanctify a man, 

unless he also has the Holy Spirit. Therefore it is neces¬ 

sary that they [his opponents on the question of rebaptiz¬ 

ing heretics] should grant the Holy Spirit to be there, 

where they say that baptism is; or else there is no baptism 

where the Holy Spirit is not, because there cannot be bap¬ 

tism without the Spirit.” Tertullian’s summary of these 

four gifts makes it clear "that by the end of the second 

century, if not fifty years earlier, the doctrine of baptism 

(even without the aid of controversy to give it precision) 

was so fully developed that subsequent ages down to our 

own have found nothing significant to add to it.” 

The same cannot be said in any sense about the doctrine 

of the real presence of the body and blood of Christ in the 

Eucharist, which did not become the subject of contro¬ 

versy until the ninth century. The definitive and precise 

formulation of the crucial doctrinal issues concerning the 

Eucharist had to await that controversy and others that 

followed even later. This does not mean at all, however, 

that the church did not yet have a doctrine of the Euchar¬ 

ist; it does mean that the statements of its doctrine must 
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not be sought in polemical and dogmatic treatises de¬ 

voted to sacramental theology. It means also that the 

effort to cross-examine the fathers of the second or third 

century about where they stood in the controversies of 

the ninth or sixteenth century is both silly and futile. 

Perhaps the best illustration of such futility is the con¬ 

troversy that has been carried on, at least since the six¬ 

teenth century, over the eucharistic teaching of Irenaeus, 

especially over one passage. Since it unites the basic 

themes of eucharistic doctrine, this passage may serve the 

same function in this discussion of the Eucharist that was 

served by the passage from Tertullian in our summary of 

the doctrine of baptism. Arguing, just as Tertullian did, 

against a dualistic disparagement of creation, Irenaeus 

used the sacramental practice and teaching of the church 

to refute Gnostic claims; it was over bread which belonged 

to the creation that Christ had pronounced his blessing 

and said, "This is my body.” The church had received this 

tradition from the apostles, and all over the world it made 

this offering to God: "We offer to him the things that are 

his own, consistently announcing and confessing the fel¬ 

lowship and unity of flesh and spirit. For as the bread 

taken from the earth, when it has received the consecra¬ 

tion from God, is no longer common bread but is the 

Eucharist, which consists of two realities, earthly and 

heavenly; so also our bodies, when they receive the Eu¬ 

charist, are no longer corruptible, but have the hope of 

the resurrection into eternal [life].” In the light of the 

controversy over these words it does seem an exaggeration 

to say that "nothing can be more express and clear than 

the language of the fathers upon this point.” 

Yet it does seem "express and clear” that no orthodox 

father of the second or third century of whom we have 

record either declared the presence of the body and blood 

of Christ in the Eucharist to be no more than symbolic 

(although Clement and Origen came close to doing so) 

or specified a process of substantial change by which the 

presence was effected (although Ignatius and Justin came 

close to doing so). Within the limits of those excluded 

extremes was the doctrine of the real presence. Funda¬ 

mental to that doctrine was the liturgical recollection 

(avdfAvrfo-Ls) of Christ. It was, according to Justin Martyr, 

a "recollection of [Christ’s] being made flesh for the sake 

of those who believe in him” and of "the suffering which Just.D/a/.70.4 (Goodspeed 181) 
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he underwent” to deliver men from their sins and from 

the power of evil. But in the act of remembrance the wor¬ 

shiping congregation believed Christ himself to be pres¬ 

ent among them. That he was also present among them 

apart from the Eucharist, they affirmed on the basis of 

such promises as Matthew 18:20, which Clement of Alex¬ 

andria applied to matrimony, and Matthew 28:20, which 

Origen cited against Celsus as proof that the presence of 

God and of Christ was not spatial. Yet the adoration of 

Christ in the Eucharist through the words and actions of 

the liturgy seems to have presupposed that this was a 

special presence, neither distinct from nor merely illus¬ 

trative of his presence in the church. In some early Chris¬ 

tian writers that presupposition was expressed in strik¬ 

ingly realistic language. Ignatius called the Eucharist "the 

flesh of our Savior Jesus Christ, which suffered for our 

sins,” asserting the reality of Christ’s presence in the Eu¬ 

charist against docetists, who regarded his flesh as a phan¬ 

tasm both in the incarnation and in the Eucharist; Ignatius 

combined the realism of his eucharistic doctrine with a 

symbolic implication when he equated the "bread of 

God” with "the flesh of Jesus Christ,” but went on to 

equate "his blood” with "incorruptible love.” Tertullian 

spoke of the eucharistic bread as a "figure” of the body of 

Christ, but he also taught that in the Eucharist the flesh 

of the communicant fed on the flesh and blood of Christ. 

The theologians did not have adequate concepts within 

which to formulate a doctrine of the real presence that 

evidently was already believed by the church even though 

it was not yet taught by explicit instruction or confessed 

by creeds. 

As Irenaeus’s reference to the Eucharist as "not com¬ 

mon bread” indicates, however, this doctrine of the real 

presence believed by the church and affirmed by its lit¬ 

urgy was closely tied to the idea of the Eucharist as a sac¬ 

rifice. Many of the passages we have already cited concern¬ 

ing the recollection and the real presence spoke also of 

the sacrifice, as when in several ambiguous passages Justin 

contrasted the sacrifice of Judaism with the sacrifice of¬ 

fered up in the "remembrance effected by the solid and 

liquid food” of the Christian Eucharist. One of the most 

ample and least ambiguous statements of the sacrificial 

interpretation of the Eucharist in any ante-Nicene theolo- 
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gian was that of Cyprian, who is also one of the earliest 

authorities for the sacerdotal interpretation of the Chris¬ 

tian ministry. In the course of a discussion of liturgical 

problems, Cyprian laid down the axiom: "If jesus Christ, 

our Lord and God, is himself the chief priest of God the 

Father, and has first offered himself a sacrifice to the 

Father, and has commanded this to be done in commemo¬ 

ration of himself, certainly that priest truly discharges the 

office of Christ who imitates that which Christ did; and 

he then offers a true and full sacrifice in the church to God 

the Father, when he proceeds to offer it according to what 

he sees Christ himself to have offered.” This was based 

on the belief that "the passion of the Lord is the sacrifice 

which we offer.” The sacrifice of Christ on Calvary was a 

complete offering; the sacrifice of the Eucharist did not 

add anything to it, nor did it "repeat” it, as though there 

were more than the one sacrifice. But as the sacrifice of 

Melchizedek the priest "prefigured the sacrament of the 

sacrifice of the Lord,” so the eucharistic sacrifice of the 

church was performed "in commemoration” of the sac¬ 

rifice of Good Friday and in "celebration with a legitimate 

consecration.” In other liturgical discussions, too, Cyp¬ 

rian made it clear that "sacrifice” was an appropriate way 

of speaking about the Eucharist; but he also insisted that 

"the sacrifice of a broken spirit” was "a sacrifice to God 

equally precious and glorious.” 

Another prominent theme of eucharistic doctrine was 

the belief that participation in the Lord’s Supper would 

prepare the communicant for immortality. Perhaps the 

most familiar statement of this theme came in the words 

of Ignatius, describing the bread of the Eucharist as "the 

medicine of immortality, the antidote against death, and 

everlasting life in Jesus Christ.” The much-debated words 

of Justin about the "transmutation {fxeTa/3o\rj}” taking 

place in the Eucharist may be a reference either to the 

change effected in the elements by their consecration or to 

transformation of the human body through the gift of 

immortality or to both. Irenaeus explicitly drew a parallel 

between these two transformations when he declared that 

the bodies that had received the Eucharist were no longer 

corruptible, just as the bread that had received the conse¬ 

cration was no longer common. On the other hand, it is 

not self-evident that every echo of this theme was an ex- 
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plicit reference to the Eucharist. When Clement of Alex¬ 

andria spoke of "the medicine of immortality" as "mag¬ 

nificent," there does not seem to have been any eucharistic 

overtone in his words. And when Origen, interpreting 

the petition of the Lord’s Prayer for "supersubstantial 

bread [6 dpro? 6 mowios]/’ defined it as "that [bread} 

which is most adapted to the rational nature and is akin 

to its very substance, bringing to the soul health and 

well-being and strength, and giving to him that eats of it 

a share of its own immortality,” it is not obvious that 

he was describing the effects of consuming the eucharistic 

bread. Perhaps his added comment that "the Logos of 

God is immortal" may serve to explain his language about 

immortality through the "supersubstantial bread” and 

much of the language about sacrifice in such writers as 

Justin, for both themes were ultimately derived from the 

teaching that Christ the Logos was the true sacrifice and 

the true gift of immortality. 

Both themes, moreover, seem to presuppose the teach¬ 

ings of the church and its liturgical practice. Liturgical 

evidence suggests an understanding of the Eucharist as 

a sacrifice, whose relation to the sacrifices of the Old Tes¬ 

tament was one of archetype to type, and whose relation 

to the sacrifice of Calvary was one of "re-presentation," 

just as the bread of the Eucharist "re-presented" the body 

of Christ. It would also seem that the spiritualization of 

material reality in the theology of Clement of Alexandria 

and Origen went as far as it could without verging on 

Gnostic heresy; therefore their noneucharistic use of such 

eucharistic notions as "medicine of immortality" and 

"bread that confers immortality" would seem to suggest 

how prominent such notions were in the doctrine that 

was being expressed by the liturgy and piety of the 

church. They were spiritualizing what seem to have been 

prevalent modes of describing the meaning of the Lord’s 

Supper. Those modes of speaking, prevalent in widely 

scattered remains of the literature, are more important for 

the development of church doctrine than the spiritualiza¬ 

tion that was dependent upon them. Great theological 

refinement was needed before these modes of speaking 

could be built up into a eucharistic theology; above all, 

the doctrine of the person of Christ had to be clarified 

before there could be concepts that could bear the weight 

of eucharistic teaching. But even with concepts that bent 
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under the weight, the church went on celebrating and 

believing, teaching and experimenting with metaphors, 

defending and confessing. In its doctrine as in its liturgy, 

it recalled One who was present in its celebration, and in 

its corporate experience it was united to that sacrifice by 

which the promise of eternal life became real. 

In many ways it is inappropriate to speak of other 

"sacraments” in the teaching of the ante-Nicene church, 

except in the case of penance, whose development during 

these centuries we have sketched in our discussion of the 

attribute of holiness in the doctrine of the church, and 

perhaps also in the case of holy orders, whose indis¬ 

pensability as a prerequisite for the valid celebration of 

the Eucharist helped to endow holy orders with sacra¬ 

mental status. It was only after the conflict between 

Augustine and the Donatists that Western theology was 

able to begin constructing a full-blown theory about the 

nature and the number of the sacraments, and it was not 

until the Middle Ages that such a theory was evolved. 

But the early centuries in the development of doctrine 

had the assignment of clarifying the function of the 

church as the means of grace; this clarification was the 

prerequisite for any understanding of the word of God 

and the sacraments. 



The Mystery 
of the Trinity 

The climax of the doctrinal development of the early 

church was the dogma of the Trinity. In this dogma the 

church vindicated the monotheism that had been at issue 

in its conflicts with Judaism, and it came to terms with 

the concept of the Logos, over which it had disputed 

with paganism. The bond between creation and redemp¬ 

tion, which the church had defended against Marcion and 

other Gnostics, was given creedal status in the confession 

concerning the relation of the Father to the Son; and 

the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, whose vagueness had been 

accentuated by the conflict with Montanism, was in¬ 

corporated into this confession. The doctrine believed, 

taught, and confessed by the church catholic of the sec¬ 

ond and third centuries also led to the Trinity, for in this 

dogma Christianity drew the line that separated it from 

pagan supernaturalism and it reaffirmed its character as 
a religion of salvation. 

Such a statement about the relation of the Nicene 

dogma of the Trinity to the centuries preceding it could, 

however, give the superficial impression of a greater 

smoothness than the facts warrant, for the formulation 

and reformulation of the dogma were called forth by a 

doctrinal debate more vigorous than any the church had 

ever experienced. The central question in that debate has 

been concisely stated as follows: "Is the divine that has 

appeared on earth and reunited man with God identical 

with the supreme divine, which rules heaven and earth, 

or is it a demigod?" The controversy over that question 

occupied most of the fourth century. Dominating the 

history of the controversy was the career of Athanasius, 
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who became bishop of Alexandria and champion of 

orthodoxy in 328, three years after the Council of Nicea, 

and died in 373, only eight years before the Council of 

Constantinople. Instead of following the controversy in 

a rigidly chronological way, however, we shall concen¬ 

trate on the doctrinal issues, the conflicting positions, 

and the creedal settlements. Such a concentration will 

also preclude any but the briefest references to the non- 

theological factors in the debate, many of which seemed 

ready again and again to determine its outcome, only 

to be countermanded by other forces like unto themselves. 

Doctrine often seemed to be the victim—or the product 

—of church politics and of conflicts of personality. When 

we turn to a study of the development of the doctrine 

of the Trinity in its own terms, we are not relegating 

such factors to a position of unimportance, but only 

delegating them to another area of historical research. 

2 Clem. 1.1-2 (Bihlmeyer 71) 

M.Polyc. 17.2-3 (Bihlmeyer 
129-30) 

Plin.T/?. 10.96.7 

1 Cor.16:22 

Nov.Tr/w.13.71 (Weyer98) 

Christ as Divine 

Amid the varieties of metaphor in which they conceived 

the meaning of salvation, all Christians shared the con¬ 

viction that salvation was the work of no being less than 

the Lord of heaven and earth. Amid all the varieties of 

response to the Gnostic systems, Christians were sure that 

the Redeemer did not belong to some lower order of 

divine reality, but was God himself. The oldest surviving 

sermon of the Christian church after the New Testament 

opened with the words: "Brethren, we ought so to think 

of Jesus Christ as of God, as of the judge of living and 

dead. And we ought not to belittle our salvation; for when 

we belittle him, we expect also to receive little.” The 

oldest surviving account of the death of a Christian 

martyr contained the declaration: "It will be impossible 

for us to forsake Christ ... or to worship any other. For 

him, being the Son of God, we adore, but the martyrs 

. . . we cherish.” The oldest surviving pagan report about 

the church described Christians as gathering before sun¬ 

rise and "singing a hymn to Christ as though to [a] god.” 

The oldest surviving liturgical prayer of the church was 

a prayer addressed to Christ: "Our Lord, come!” Clearly 

it was the message of what the church believed and taught 

that "God” was an appropriate name for Jesus Christ. 

But before this belief and teaching developed into the 

confession of the Trinity and the dogma of the person 
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of Christ, centuries of clarification and controversy had 

to intervene, and the relation of this belief to the full 

range of Christian doctrine had to be defined. 

For the one whom the church was calling God was also 

the one whose suffering and death on the cross were the 

burden of the church’s witness, as the context of several 

of these very quotations also shows. The claim that he who 

was God had suffered called forth some of the earliest 

doctrinal controversy in the church. Speaking for pagan 

critics of the gospel, Celsus made this claim the object 

of his attack, and he contended that "the body of a god 

would not have been born . . . [nor] eat.” The Marcion- 

ites, citing the words "likeness of sinful flesh” from 

Romans 8:3, protested against a picture of Christ as a 

man with a material, suffering body; Simonian Gnosticism 

taught that Simon "seemed to suffer in Judea, though 

he did not suffer”; for Ptolemy, the Savior "remained 

impassible”; and the Gnostic gospels sought to put a 

screen between the person of the Savior and the pain and 

suffering described in the canonical Gospels. But the 

historical principle that the line of demarcation between 

orthodoxy and heresy must not be drawn prematurely or 

too precisely is borne out by the evidence that such doce- 

tism was not confined to Gnostics and other heretics, but 

was sufficiently widespread within the churches to evoke 

the reiterated warnings of early Christian writers. Al¬ 

though the overt assertion that "his suffering was but a 

make-believe” was the teaching of Gnostics and was early 

and easily identified as heretical, the example of Clement 

of Alexandria shows that docetizing tendencies, even 

among orthodox believers, must be seen as one way to 

"think of Jesus Christ as of God.” That it was a way 

which gave up too much for the sake of this confession 

was recognized above all by Ignatius. He insisted that 

Christ "was really born, and ate and drank, was really 

persecuted by Pontius Pilate, was really crucified and 

died . . . really rose from the dead.” Yet the very existence 

of docetism is also a testimony to the tenacity of the 

conviction that Christ had to be God, even at the cost of 

his true humanity. 

The problems raised by docetism were somewhat pre¬ 

mature, for the more subtle and profound implications of 

these problems had to await the creation of a christolo- 

gical terminology that was equally subtle. They also had 
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Ps.Ath.Apoil. 1.10 {PG 
26:1112) 

Christ clarified the thought and language of the church 

about that previous problem, and then, with the help 

of some of the very same language, returned to the issue 

of the "twofold proclamation” concerning Christ as both 

God and man. 

In the Christian effort to provide biblical grounding 

and theological definition for the doctrine that Christ was 

God we may discern at least four sets of Old Testament 

passages which, when interpreted by the proper method 

and combined with their counterparts in the New Testa¬ 

ment, spoke of Christ as divine: passages of adoption, 

which, by identifying a point in time at which he became 

divine, implied that the status of God was conferred on 

the man Jesus Christ at his baptism or at his resurrection; 

■^passages of identity, which, by speaking of Yahweh as 

"the Lord,” posited a simple identification of Christ with 

God; -passages of distinction, which, by speaking of one 

"Lord” and of another "Lord,” drew some difference 

between them; and passages of derivation^ which, by 

referring to the Father as "the greater” or using such 

titles as angel, Spirit, Logos, and Son, suggested that he 

"came from” God and was in some sense less than God. 

Harnack (1931) 1:211 

The first group of passages provided the basis for what 

Harnack defined as an (adoptionist christology: "Jesus 

is regarded as the man whom God has elected for his 

own, the one in whom the Deity or the Spirit of God 

dwelt, and who, after being tested, was adopted by God 

and endowed with full dominion.” Significantly, Harnack 

adds: "Only one work that explicitly states the adoptionist 

christology has been preserved for us in its entirety, the 

Shepherd of Hermas.” The claim that the Shepherd was 

adoptionist in its doctrine is difficult to prove or disprove, 

because of the confusing language of the book and be¬ 

cause of the literary problems of determining its origin 

and composition. Such New Testament declarations as 

the words of Peter in Acts 2:32-36 could be read as 
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adoptionism. A widespread tradition of the text of the 

New Testament, supported by evidence from manuscripts, 

versions, and early citations from orthodox fathers, ren¬ 

dered the word from the cloud at the baptism of Jesus 

as the decree of Psalm 2:7: "You are my Son, today I 

have begotten you’’; the Ebionites likewise read the text 

that way, in support of their teaching that Jesus was a 

man endowed with special powers of the Spirit. 

The baptism of Jesus was apparently regarded as the 

decisive event in his divine sonship also by Paul of 

Samosata. Although it seems impossible to reconstruct his 

teaching from the surviving fragments, he does seem 

to have called Jesus "Christ’’ only after the baptism, at 

which the Logos took up his abode in the man Jesus 

through the conferral of the Holy Spirit. He also forbade 

"psalms . . . addressed to our Lord Jesus Christ.” This is 

the valid meaning of the report that Paul "espoused low 

and mean views as to Christ, contrary to the church’s 

teaching, namely, that he was in his nature an ordinary 

man,” and that he taught that "Jesus Christ is from 

below.” Therefore the union between Jesus and the Logos 

was not an ontological one, but was analogous to the 

union between the Christian and the "inner man” or 

between the prophets of the Old Testament and the in¬ 

spiring Spirit. Paul’s rendition of this doctrine appears 

to have been more careful than earlier versions of the 

theory had been. While Theodotus the Cobbler had been 

condemned for teaching "that Christ was a mere man,” 

Paul incorporated a doctrine of the Logos into his theories 

and gave them a more adequate exegetical basis. Christian 

orthodoxy at the middle of the third century did not yet 

possess a theological formula to "think of Jesus Christ 

as of God,” much less a formula to describe the relation 

between the divine in him and his days on earth. But 

orthodoxy was clear enough in its own mind to identify 

the teachings of Paul of Samosata as "low and mean 

views” of Christ in his relation to God. 

Although adoptionism is today more commonly called 

"adoptionist Monarchianism” or "dynamic Monarchian- 

ism,” the label "Monarchian” seems to have been in¬ 

vented by Tertullian to designate those who, declaring 

that "we maintain the monarchy,” protected the "mon¬ 

archy” of the Godhead by stressing the identity 

of the Son with the Lather without specifying 
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the distinction between them with equal precision. 

In the same treatise, however, Tertullian admitted that 

"the simple people . . . who are always the majority 

of the faithful . . . shy at the economy,” that is, at the 

distinction between Father and Son. He conceded that 

even orthodox believers could speak of the relations with¬ 

in the Trinity in such a way as to emphasize the monarchy 

at the expense of the economy. This judgment is sub¬ 

stantiated by the sources, especially if one pays attention 

to what has been called the "hymnological theology of 

the congregation, whose characteristic it is to revel in 

contradiction.” Whether or not they were actually quoting 

hymns and liturgies, many of the passages in ancient 

Christian writers which sound like modalistic Mon- 

archianism also sound like snatches from the language of 

adoration. "He who is impassible suffers and does not 

take revenge, he who is immortal dies and does not 

answer a word,” said Melito of Sardis; and again: "He 

who appeared as a lamb, remained the Shepherd.” In 

some of the same words Ignatius praised "the Invisible, 

who for our sake became visible, the Impassible, who 

became subject to suffering on our account and for our 

sake endured everything.” Such phrases as "God is born,” 

"the suffering God,” or "the dead God” had so estab¬ 

lished themselves in the unreflecting usage of Christians 

that even Tertullian, for all his hostility to the Mon- 

archians, could not avoid speaking this way. 

This liturgical language found its echo in the exegesis 

of the passages of identity. TThe salvation accomplished by 

Christ was the work of God, as Isaiah 63:9 (LXX) 

said: "Not an intercessor, nor an angel, but the Lord 

himself” in a simple and undifferentiated sense was the 

Savior; Christ as Lord was Yahweh. The amplification of 

Psalm 96:10 by means of a "Christian midrash” to read 

"The Lord reigns from the tree” was interpreted to 

mean, in opposition to Jews, that the Lord had already 

come and was reigning from the cross, and, in opposition 

to heretics, that the one who had come in Christ and was 

reigning from the cross was no one less than the Supreme 

God himself. Even while claiming the titles "God” and 

"Lord” for Christ without qualification, Christians also 

insisted, in what they taught one another within the 

community and in what they confessed over against 

paganism and Judaism, that the oneness of God had not 
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been compromised, but on the contrary vindicated, by 

what had happened in the coming of "our God," Jesus 

Christ. In a derivative or a metaphorical sense—as pas¬ 

sages like Psalm 82:6, interpreted through John 10:34, 

showed—the term "god" could be applied to creatures. 

But when the church applied it to Christ, it was con¬ 

tending "not for the name 'God,’ for its sound or its 

written form, but for the substances to which the name 

belongs." 

"In reference to the historical human appearance of 

Christ," such formulas were "intelligible and, inter¬ 

preted religiously, even intelligent; but isolated from the 

historical appearance of Jesus Christ, they sound like 

the babbling of an idiot." As a liturgical utterance or even 

as an exegetical tool, the simplistic identification of Jesus 

Christ as God could be said to make a certain kind of 

Christian sense. Great difficulties arose, however, when 

the identification was transposed from belief to teaching, 

even greater difficulties when it was transposed from 

teaching to confession. One could speak this way while 

kneeling to pray, but it was harder to do so when stand¬ 

ing to teach or sitting to write. That became evident in 

modalistic Monarchianism, which may be defined as an 

effort to provide a theology for the language of devotion. 

Alleging biblical passages such as those just cited and 

"making use only of one class of passages," namely, 

those which made no distinction between the Father and 

the Son, the modalistic Monarchians contended that 

"there exists one and the same Being, called Father and 

Son, not one derived from the other, but himself from 

himself, nominally called Father and Son according to 

the changing of times; and that this One is he that 

appeared [to the patriarchs], and submitted to birth 

from a virgin, and conversed as man among men. On 

account of his birth that had taken place he confessed 

himself to be the Son to those who saw him, while to 

those who could receive it he did not hide the fact that 

he was the Father." Both monotheism and the deity of 

Christ were safeguarded, but there remained no distinc¬ 

tion between Father, Son, and Ploly Spirit. This theory 

"thinks it impossible to believe in one God unless it says 

that Father and Son and Holy Spirit are one and the 

same." Creation and salvation were the work of one and 

the same God, who, according to the mode and time of 

Tert.Prax.2.3 (CCSL 2:1161) 
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his appearing, could be called Father or Son or Holy 

Spirit. 

Taken as it stands, that is, as Hippolytus and Tertuilian 

have reported it, this doctrine of the relation between 

Christ and God turns out to have been a systematization J 

of popular Christian belief. It also turns out to have 

been rather naive. A somewhat more subtle version of 

it appeared, if we are to believe later reports, in the 

theology of Sabellius, from whom it takes its usual name, 

Sabellianism. Sabellius is said to have advanced beyond 

the simpleminded language of Noetus and Praxeas by 

positing a more precise succession of the manifestations 

of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. "What shall we say?" 

Epiphanius quoted the Sabellians as saying, "Do we have -^ 

one God or three?" If one, then the words of Isaiah 44:6 

applied also to Christ: "Thus says the Lord, the King of 

Israel and his Redeemer, the Lord of hosts: 'I am the 

first and I am the last; besides me there is no God.’ ” 

Sabellius designated this one God as "Sonfather ^ 

[vtWaTcop]." Attaching his doctrine to the idea of God 

as light and the Son of God as radiance, he was said to 

have used the image of the sun, conceived as one essence 

with three energies (the light-giving, the warming, and 

the astrological [o^Caa]), as an analogy for his Trinity. 

He was also quoted as saying: "As there are 'diversities of 

gifts, but the same Spirit,’ so also the Father is the same, 

but is expanded into Son and Spirit." If this somewhat 

dubious report is accurate, the notion of expansion would 

seem to have been a way of avoiding the obvious dis¬ 

advantages in any theory of the relation between Christ 

and God which lacked a device for distinguishing be¬ 

tween them. 

That disadvantage was the burden of the polemic 

against this position, from Tertuilian and Hippolytus to 

Epiphanius and the Pseudo-Athanasian Fourth Oration 

against the Arians. The basic point of the polemic was 

stated by Tertuilian: "As though the one [God] were 

not [Father, Son, and Holy Spirit] in this way also, that 

are all of the one, namely, by unity of substance, 

while nevertheless the mystery of that economy is pro¬ 

tected which disposes the unity into trinity, setting forth 

Father and Son and Spirit as three, three however not in 

quality but in sequence, not in substance but in aspect, not 

in power but in [its] manifestation.” Or, more succinctly, Tert.Prax.2.4 (CCSL 2:1161) 
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Tertullian accused Praxeas of driving out the Paraclete 

and crucifying the Father. This effort to clarify the rela¬ 

tion between Christ and God seems to have foundered at 

the very place where its bete noire, the pluralistic specula¬ 

tion of Marcion and the Gnostics, did: the crucifixion 

and death of the one who was called God. 

Such a teaching utterly contradicted the impassibility 

of God. According to Hippolytus, Noetus reasoned thus: 

"I am under necessity, since one [God] is acknowledged, 

to make this One the subject of suffering. For Christ was 

God, and suffered on account of us, being himself the 

Father, that he might be able to save us.” This was, 

Hippolytus responded, a "rash and audacious dogma 

[that] the Father is himself Christ, himself the Son, 

himself was born, himself suffered, himself raised him¬ 

self.” Carrying the modalist position to its unavoidable 

consequences, Tertullian argued that, contrary to their 

intentions, the Monarchians ended up separating one 

God from another even as they abolished the distinction 

between Father and Son; for "he who raised up Christ 

and is also to raise up our mortal bodies will be as it were 

another raiser-up than the Father who died and the 

Father who was raised up, if it is the case that Christ 

who died is the Father.” Tertullian’s comment, imme¬ 

diately following, was: "Let this blasphemy be silent, let 

it be silent. Let it be enough to say that Christ the Son 

died, and this [only] because it is so written.” It was 

difficult enough to ascribe suffering and death to the Son 

of God, so that in the absence of overwhelming biblical 

evidence one would shrink even from that; but it was 

sheer blasphemy to ascribe them to the Godhead in an 

undifferentiated sense. It also implied that the curse of 

the cross, pronounced by the Father on the Son for the 

sake of mankind, would now be pronounced on the 

Father himself; for "just as a thing said of anyone of 

whom it may appropriately be said is said without blas¬ 

phemy [that is, of Christ], so what is not appropriate is 

blasphemy if it is said [that is, of the Father].” The 

Father could not share in the suffering of the Son. 

The Monarchian teaching collided no less directly with 

the main body of Christian exegesis. For although pas¬ 

sages of identity such as Isaiah 63:9 (LXX) meant that 

"not an intercessor, nor an angel, but the Lord himself” 

had acted to save man in the cross of Christ, Christian 
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exegesis paid special attention to passages of distinction 

in the Old Testament, where one "Lord” was discrim¬ 

inated from another "Lord” or some other distinction was 

posited which, while not negating the appropriateness of 

such titles as "Lord” or even "God” for Christ, still pro¬ 

vided a warrant for transcending the simpleminded 

identification of the Father with the Son. Genesis 19:24 

meant to Justin that there had to be some distinction 

between "the Father and Lord of all” and "the Lord” 

who was Christ, and again between "the Lord who re¬ 

ceived a commission” and "the Lord who [remains] in 

heaven”; to Irenaeus it meant that neither the Holy 

Spirit nor the apostles would use the title "Lord” for 

anyone "except God the Father ruling over all, and his 

Son who has received dominion from his Father over 

all creation”; to Tertullian it was proof for a distinction 

between Father and Son. Justin, Irenaeus, and Tertullian 

all linked Genesis 19:24 more or less closely with Psalm 

110:1; both passages meant that "since the Father is 

truly Lord, and the Son truly Lord, the Holy Spirit has 

fitly designated them by the title of Lord.” Even the most 

explicit identification of Christ as God in the New 

Testament—Romans 9:5, "who is God, blessed forever,” 

which Noetus and Praxeas seem to have quoted in support 

of the Monarchian position—did indeed mean that the 

name "God” could rightly be applied to Christ, but it t 

implied no less that there was a distinction. Whether or 

not the so-called Monarchian prologues to the Gospels 

were in fact composed with this tendency in view, 

Monarchian exegesis had a difficult time squaring itself 

with the use of the second and third person permeating 

the language of Christ about the Father in the New Testa¬ 

ment and attributed to Christ in the orthodox interpreta¬ 

tion of the Old. 

Despite its attempt to validate its orthodoxy by ref¬ 

erence to the usage of Christian devotion, therefore, the 

Monarchian resolution of the problem was condemned 

as heresy, first by the all but unanimous verdict of the 

defenders of orthodoxy (a notable exception being 

Zephyrinus, bishop of Rome) and then formally by such 

gatherings as the sixth-century Synod of Braga, which 

decreed: "If anyone does not confess that the Father 

and the Son and the Holy Spirit are three persons of one 

essence and virtue and power, as the catholic and apos- 
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tolic church teaches, but says that [they are] a single 

and solitary person, in such a way that the Father is the 

same as the Son and this One is also the Paraclete Spirit, 

as Sabellius and Priscillian have said, let him be 

anathema.” The very date of that synod, however, indi¬ 

cates that though the Monarchian position may have been 

anathema, the question it raised and the intuition it 

represented could not be dismissed so easily. 

Later forms of christological speculation must also be 

read as efforts to involve the God of Jesus Christ in the 

cross of Jesus Christ; for here again Isaiah 63:9 (LXX) 

was taken to mean that "not an intercessor, nor an angel, 

but the Lord himself has saved us, and not by the death 

of someone else nor by the intervention of an ordinary 

man, but by his own blood.” And in the Theopaschitic 

controversy, one of the fundamental issues was the one 

already at stake here, so that those who employed the litur¬ 

gical formula "Holy is God, he who was crucified for 

us” had to defend themselves against the charge of 

reviving the Sabellian heresy. In other ways, too, the 

Monarchian position has continued to crop up even after 

its condemnation. For throughout Christian history "men 

have been frequently condemned for denying the deity 

of Christ but rarely for denying the distinction between 

the Father and the Son. To deny the former has generally 

seemed unchristian; to deny the latter only unintelligent.” 

Developing alongside the Monarchian hypothesis and 

interacting with it and with one another were various ways 

of speaking about Christ as divine, based on what we have 

called the passages of derivation. These passages even¬ 

tually became the key to the orthodox understanding both 

of the passages of identity and the passages of distinction. 

Some of the titles taken from them proved to be in¬ 

adequate or misleading and virtually disappeared from the 

language of the church. To others the future belonged, 

especially as they caught up the connotations of those that 

had been discarded. 

Among the titles of derivation tried, evaluated, and 

finally rejected was the designation of the divine in Christ 

as angel. It came, at least in part, from those passages 

of the Old Testament in which "the angel of the Lord” 

was identified by Christian exegesis with the preexistent 

Christ. Justin Martyr, in the same discourse from his 

Dialogue with Trypho in which he emphasized the dis¬ 

tinction implied by the words, "the Lord rained brim- 
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stone and fire from the Lord” in Genesis 19:24 and the 

distinction made between "the Lord” and "my Lord” in 

Psalm 110:1, also proved from the epiphany at Mamre 

that of the three angels who appeared to Abraham "one 

is God and is called 'angel,’ because he brings messages.” 

This designation of Christ as "angel” frequently appeared 

in a liturgical context. It seems to have been especially 

prominent in the Shepherd of Hermas—seems, we have 

to say, not only because precise interpretation of the 

Shepherd is difficult, but also because this same book has 

been regarded as the chief extant expression of adoption- 

ism and has also been taken as a primary source for those 

who posit the existence of binitarianism alongside 

trinitarianism. Not only did several of the references to 

angels in the Shepherd evidently mean the preexistent 

Christ, but Christ was also identified with the archangel 

Michael, "who has the power over this people and is their 

captain. For this is he that puts the law into the hearts of 

believers.” 

On the strength of these passages and a few others 

like them, an "angel christology” has been set forth as 

the standard theory about the person of Jesus Christ in 

primitive Christianity, indeed, as the only hypothesis that 

can explain why christology simply did not yet constitute 

a theological issue. "If, for the Jewish Christianity of the 

primitive apostolic community as well as for Paul, the 

Christ is interpreted, in accordance with late Jewish 

apocalypticism, as a being of the higher angelic world, 

created and chosen by God for the task of inaugurating 

the new aeon of the kingdom of God at the end of time 

in a battle with the spiritual powers of the existing 

world; then there is no need for any new problem to arise 

at all with regard to the relation of the Christ to God.” 

But the evidence from surviving sources appears con¬ 

siderably more ambiguous. The references to Christ as 

"angel” in Justin must be seen in context, as, for exam¬ 

ple: "Christ is king, and priest, and God, and Lord, and 

angel, and man, and captain, and stone, and a Son born, 

and first made subject to suffering, then returning to 

heaven, and again coming with glory, and he is preached 

as having the everlasting kingdom.” Significantly, Christ 

continued to be called "prince of angels” by orthodox 

theologians—Greek, Latin, and Syriac—in the third and 

even the fourth centuries. Of course, it may be that other 

remnants of an angel christology, together with the other 
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remnants of adoptionism, have been deleted bv later 

orthodox expurgations; but even with the discovery of 

Gnostic and other texts, the existence of such remnants 

remains at least as much "an altogether improvable 

hypothesis" as is the "latent christological problematic 

of primitive Christianity." 

Considerably more evidence exists for the hypothesis 

that "Spirit" was a term widely used in ante-Nicene 

Christian doctrine for the divine in Christ. The distinc¬ 

tion between "according to the flesh" and "according to 

the Spirit" in Romans 113-4 may well be called one of the 

oldest of christological formulas. Whether or not it may 

also be called one of the oldest of trinitarian formulas is, 

however, quite another matter; for when combined with 

2 Corinthians >: 17, it can be taken as one of the earliest 

"traces of a binitarian mode of thinking," that is. of a 

theory of the divine nature according to which only two, 

rather than three, forms of the divine were to be dis¬ 

tinguished: the Father and the Son-Spirit. Ignatius, 

for example, employing the distinction of Romans 

1:3-4, described Christ as "one physician, both car- 

84) nal and spiritual, born and unborn"; from this it 

has been concluded that the "unborn," eternal, and pre¬ 

existent in him was the Spirit. Some of the most strik¬ 

ing statements of this identification occurred in Herm.is, 

for example: "The holy preexistent Spirit, which created 

the whole creation, God made to dwell in flesh that he 

desired," namely, the flesh of Jesus. Celsus thought he 

was giving an account of Christian belief when he said 

that, according to the church, God "thrust his own Spirit 

into a body like ours, and sent him down here, that we 

: 139) might be able to hear and learn from him." And the 

works of Terttfllian, at least before his Montanist period 

and the treatise Against Praxejs, contained many passages 

in which Christ and the Spirit were equated, as in the 

opening words of his treatise On Prayer: "The Spirit of 

God, and the Word of God, and the Reason of God— 

Word of Reason, and Reason and Spirit of Word—Jesus 

Christ our Lord, namely, who is both the one and the 

other. . . . Our Lord Jesus Christ has been approved as 

the Spirit of God, and the Word of God, and the Reason 

of God: the Spirit, by which he was mighty; the Word, 

by which he taught; the Reason, bv which he came." In 

Aphraates also, a "Spirit christology" has been found, 

Tert.Orat.1.1—2 (CCSL 1:257) 
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although mistakenly; and even Clement of Alexandria, 

despite his general reluctance to speak even of God as 

Spirit, could speak of "the Lord Jesus, that is, the Word 

of God, the Spirit incarnate, the heavenly flesh sanctified.” 

From these and similar passages it is clear that in what 

it believed and taught intramurally the church did not 

hesitate to use the term "Spirit” as a more or less tech¬ 

nical term for the preexistent divine in Christ. It should 

also be noted that the readiness to address hymns and 

prayers to Christ was not matched by a similar readiness 

with regard to the Holy Spirit; even in medieval litur¬ 

gical usage, V eni Creator Spiritus and Veni Sancte 

Spiritus were among the few prayers to the Spirit, as dis¬ 

tinguished from many prayers for the Spirit. The ques¬ 

tion of the place of the Holy Spirit within the Trinity 

was raised, debated, and dogmatically adjudicated, all 

within a decade or two, and it was left to the medieval 

debates between East and West to probe the matter more 

deeply. So persistent was the connection between Spirit 

and Christ, moreover, that in the so-called Niceno- 

Constantinopolitan creed, in the recension quoted in the 

acts of the Council of Chalcedon of 451, the article on 

the Holy Spirit read: "And in the Holy Spirit, the Lordly, 

the life-giving,” where "Lordly [#cv/oiovj” was not a 

noun but an adjective relating the Spirit to the Son as 

Lord. And the use of "Lord” for the Spirit in 2 Co¬ 

rinthians 3:17 continued to require explanation even after 

the trinitarian issues appeared settled. 

Yet as this creedal formulation suggests, the process of 

giving confessional and theological expression to what it 

believed and taught compelled the church to clarify the 

confusion between the Spirit and the divine in Christ. 

It does seem peremptory to shrug the problem off with 

the comment that "if from the middle of the first century 

the same people were both Binitarians and Trinitarians, 

their Binitarianism cannot have amounted to much in 

actual fact. . . . Christ is constantly described as a 'spirit’ 

by the Fathers, in virtue of His divine nature; but this 

usage has nothing to do with an identification between 

Him and 'the Holy Spirit.’ ” But the substance of the 

comment is valid. The use of "Spirit” for the divine in 

Christ was most prominent in those early Christian writ¬ 

ings which still showed marks of the Jewish origins of 

Christianity; at the same time even these writings also 

v/ 

V 
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echoed the trinitarian language of the church. The con¬ 

flict with Stoicism seems to have been a significant force 

in inhibiting the unreflective use of "Spirit” as a term 

for the divine in Christ, even, in fact, as a term for God. 

The distinction between "according to the flesh” and 

"according to the Spirit” in Romans 113-4 was originally 

a way of speaking about the relation between the divine 

and the human in Christ (for which it was to prove 

useful again), not about the relation between the divine 

in Christ and the divine in the Father and the Holy 

Spirit. As the encounter with Greek paganism and the 

conflict with heresy made greater precision of thought 

and terminology an absolute necessity, "Spirit” was no 

longer an adequate way of identifying the divine in 

Christ. 

It was replaced by two titles of derivation which had 

been present in Christian language since the New Testa¬ 

ment, but which largely took over the functions of all 

the titles we have been discussing: Logos and Son of 

God. In the apologists, as well as in the apologetic writ¬ 

ings of theologians such an Origen and Tertullian who 

also spoke to the church, "Spirit” was largely, if not 

completely, displaced by "Logos” as the technical term 

for the divine in Christ. Particularly among the latter 

group of theologians, "Logos” never lost the Old Testa¬ 

ment connotations which, despite the term’s eventual role 

as an apologetic device, had originally been the basis 

of its appearance in the Christian vocabulary. In fact, 

if we concentrate on the entire body of Christian litera¬ 

ture rather than on the apologetic corpus, it becomes 

evident that the basis for the fullest statement of the 

Christian doctrine of the divine in Christ as Logos was 

provided not by its obvious documentation in John 1:1- 

14 but by Proverbs 8:22-31 (LXX)—which may, for 

that matter, have been more prominent in the background 

of the Johannine prologue than theologians have recog¬ 

nized. Even in the apologetic work of Justin, for example, 

the notion of the Logos did not play a significant role 

despite its place in the usage of the church. The doctrine 

of the Logos was peculiarly suited to the task of express¬ 

ing what the church believed and taught even as it also 

came to summarize what the church was obliged to 

confess. 

One indication of the presence within Christian teach- 
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ing of a doctrine of the Logos not primarily determined 

by Greek cosmological speculation was the translation 

of the term as "sermo” in some of the earliest Latin 

versions of the New Testament. For Tertullian—who also 

employed the term "verbum,” for example in his Apology 

—"sermo” was the term for the Logos used most often in 

his specifically christological writings, the treatises against 

Hermogenes and against Praxeas. Christ as "Word of 

God” was, according to Cyprian, "the sermo of God, 

who was in the prophets,” the sermo of God, our Lord 

Jesus Christ,” or even the "verbum sermo.” By the time 

of Novatian, "sermo,” while still referring principally to 

"an immanent conception of the relations between Father 

and Son,” was also being interpreted "as a timeless and 

therefore eternal substantia in God.” And even Jerome 

still employed "sermo” (interestingly, in a translation of 

Origen) for the Logos. Of course, the continuity between 

Christ as the Logos and the speaking of God in the Old 

Testament prophets was a theme not confined to the Latin 

fathers and their use of "sermo.” Ignatius, for example, 

"meant by Logos the Spoken Word, not indwelling 

Reason. . . . The fact that for Ignatius the connotations 

of the term 'Logos’ are those which contrast it with 

speech shows he is not using it in a philosophical sense.” 

While Irenaeus could speak of the Logos glorifying the 

Father before the foundation of the world, such a state¬ 

ment, for all its "Augustinian” overtones, is not pri¬ 

marily a speculative doctrine of the Logos as a cosmolog¬ 

ical principle, but a definition of the Logos as the divine 

agent of revelation. Although Irenaeus was not un¬ 

acquainted with the apologetic doctrine of the Logos, 

he made relatively little use of it. The use of the idea 

of Logos in Revelation 19:13 should have shown that 

there was a place in the language of the church for a 

conception of this idea which owed very little to philo¬ 

sophical speculation. 

It is, nevertheless, the Christian adaptation of the 

Greek idea of the Logos for the purposes of apologetics 

and philosophical theology that has figured most 

prominently in the secondary literature, and for a good 

reason. The idea of the seminal Logos provided the 

apologists with a device for correlating Christian revela¬ 

tion not only with the message of the Old Testament, but 

also with the glimpses of the truth that had been granted 
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to classical philosophers. As is evident from John 1:3 

and its background in Proverbs 8:30, the doctrine of the 

preexistent Logos was also a means of correlating the 

redemption accomplished in Jesus Christ with the doc¬ 

trine of creation. Creation, revelation both general and 

special, and redemption could all be ascribed to the 

Logos; the presupposition for each of these activities was 

the transcendence of God, who "cannot be contained, and 

is not found in a place, for there is no place of his rest; 

but his Logos, through whom he made all things, being 

his power and wisdom" was the agent through whom 

God had dealt with mankind, achieving his purpose of 

creation and revealing his will. In his defense of the 

divinity of Christ in the Apology, Tertullian described 

how his miracles while on earth "prove that he was the 

Logos of God, that primordial first-begotten Word, ac¬ 

companied by power and reason, and based on the 

Spirit; that he who was now doing all things by his word 

and he who had done that of old were one and the same," 

The Logos who eventually appeared in Jesus Christ, 

then, was the "principle [dp#£J” of creation; God "had 

this Logos as a helper in the things that were created by 

him, and by him he made all things. He [the Logos] is 

called principle because he rules, and is Lord of all things 

fashioned by him." But as Logos, he was also the principle 

of rationality, in God and in the rational creatures. The 

Christians, so Athenagoras insisted, were not atheists; for 

they taught a God "who is apprehended by the under¬ 

standing only and the reason," who, "as the eternal mind, 

had the Reason within himself, being from eternity 

endowed with reason." As the radiance of the glory 

spoken in Hebrews 1:3, the Logos both irradiated "the 

partial radiances of the remaining rational creation" and 

transcended them. As the principle of rationality, he be¬ 

came, in turn, the principle of speech or discourse; for 

"God is not discursive from the beginning but is rational 

even before the beginning." So, in turn, the Logos was 

the principle of revelation. He had "come down upon 

the prophets, and through them spoken of the creation 

of the world and of all other things." And now this 

very Logos, principle of creation and of rationality, of 

speech and of revelation, had become incarnate: "The 

Logos is to be contemplated by the mind. ... An idea 

is a conception of God; and this the barbarians have 
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termed the Logos of God. . . . The Logos issuing forth 

was the cause of creation. Then also he generated him¬ 

self, when the Word became flesh, that he might be 

seen.” 

There is one function of the Logos doctrine to which 

we have not referred directly; it served as a way of giving 

respectability to the more usual title of derivation for the 

divine in Christ, namely, "Son of God.” Celsus accused 

Christians of "sophistry when they say that the Son of 

God is the very Logos himself,” for "although we pro¬ 

claim the Son of God to be Logos we do not bring for¬ 

ward as evidence a pure and holy Logos, but a man who 

was arrested most disgracefully and crucified.” In allusion 

to the accusation stated by Celsus—that crucifixion was 

unworthy of the Logos—and in explicit response to the 

accusation that Christianity was reintroducing crude no¬ 

tions of divine sonship into the idea of the divine, 

Athenagoras warned: "Let no one laugh at the idea of 

God having a Son! This is not a case of the myths of 

the poets who make the gods out to be no better than 

men; we have no such idea about God the Father or the 

Son. The Soil of God is the Logos of the Father in thought 

and in power.” Theophilus, too, explained that "the 

Logos of God is also his Son.” Similarly, both Ignatius 

and Irenaeus expressed the simple equation of the Logos 

with the Son. Although it cannot be determined statis¬ 

tically, there is reason to believe that when Christians 

spoke to fellow Christians about the divine in Christ, 

they ordinarily called him "Son of God.” 

In a baptismal creed that found its way into a textual 

variant of the New Testament there was the confession: 

"I believe that Jesus Christ [or simply 'Jesus’] is the Son 

of God.” It has become part of the conventional scholarly 

wisdom that in the New Testament "Son of God” had 

referred to the historical person of Jesus, not to a pre¬ 

existent being. Therefore "the transfer of the concept 

'Son’ to the preexistent Christ is the most significant 

factor in the pluralistic distortion of the Christian doctrine 

of God . . . and the monstrosities of the Monophysitic 

christology.” Whether or not we accept this interpreta¬ 

tion of the New Testament, the development of doctrine 

attached itself to "the view that saw the divine sonship 

grounded in preexistence. . . . Christology acquired the 

contours which henceforth were normative for theological 
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explication and in whose framework its further develop¬ 

ment took place.” By what may be called "a collation of 

images” the title Son of God was able to take up into 

itself not only the content of other titles of derivation 

such as Logos, but also the connotations of almost all the 

other sets of passages for the divine in Christ, each of 

which contributed something to the eventual understand¬ 

ing of the content of "Son,” whether or not this had 

originally belonged to this title. 

Among the various passages of adoption, Psalm 2:7 

had a special place, the baptism of Jesus or his resur¬ 

rection being interpreted as the point at which he was 

adopted or "designated” Son of God. With the discovery 

that the "today” in the decree of the psalm did not refer 

to any day in the earthly life of Jesus, but that it ante¬ 

dated the foundation of the world, indeed, that these 

words were spoken "unconditionally and without regard 

to time,” this and other passages of adoption were no 

longer a source of embarrassment to trinitarian orthodoxy. 

Isaiah 63:9 (LXX) epitomized the passages of identity, 

and Monarchian exegesis took advantage of its lack of 

any distinction; but even this passage could be accommo¬ 

dated to the eternal sonship of Christ. "Not an ambas¬ 

sador, nor an angel, but the Lord himself saved us. There¬ 

fore we also bless thee, O Lord; thou with the Father and 

the Holy Spirit art blessed before the ages and forever.” 

Among the passages of distinction between "Lord” and 

"Lord,” none was more prominent than Psalm 110:1, 

in which there was, to be sure, no reference to any kind 

of derivation of one Lord from another; but when this 

passage was conflated with a passage of adoption such as 

Psalm 2:8, it could form part of the biblical proof for the 

thesis that "the rule of truth teaches us to believe, after 

the Father, also in the Son of God, Christ Jesus, the Lord 

our God, but the Son of God.” So it was that as "Son 

of God” Jesus was at the same time everything else that 

all the other passages of the Old Testament said he was— 

not less than any of these, but more than all of them. Yet 

even the dual designation of him as Logos and Son of 

God, as set forth in the passages of derivation, left un¬ 

clarified his oneness with the one eternal God, as set 

forth in the passages of identification and even in the 

passages of distinction. The specification of what this 

implied was called forth by the Arian challenge. 
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Christ as Creature 

The use of the titles Logos and Son of God to interpret 

and correlate the passages of adoption, passages of iden¬ 

tity, passages of distinction, and passages of derivation 

was a theological tour de force accomplished by the 

theologians of the second and third centuries, including 

Tertullian and Novatian in the West, and above all 

Origen in the East. In Origen’s doctrine of the Logos, 

however, there were "two sets of ideas. From the oscilla¬ 

tion between them proceeds the ambiguity, characteristic 

of the Logos theology of Origen, that Christ the Logos 

is thought of in a thoroughly personal way and [yet 

possesses] many impersonal features. [The two sets of 

ideas] are the idea of the indwelling of Christ in the 

heart, derived from Holy Scripture, and its speculative 

interpretation, taken over from the Greek doctrine of 

the Logos." Even more important for the development 

of doctrine was a related ambiguity in Origen, and not 

only in Origen. In one sense, the logic of Origen’s anti- 

Sabellian exegesis led to the insistence that the Logos 

was distinct from the Father, but eternal, so that none 

could "dare to lay down a beginning fordhe Son, before 

which he did not exist." But at the same tixne Origen 

interpreted the passages of distinction and especially the 

passages of derivation in such a way as to make the Logos 

a creature and subordinate to God, "the firstborn of all 

creation, a thing created, wisdom." And in support of 

this latter interpretation his chief proof was Proverbs 

8:22-31 (LXX). 

The trinitarian and christological exegesis of this pas¬ 

sage of distinction had used it to specify how the pre¬ 

existent Logos was to be distinguished from the creatures. 

For Athenagoras, it meant that God, being eternally 

"endowed with reason [AoytKos]," had the Logos within 

himself eternally, and that therefore the Son, as Logos, 

"did not come into existence” but was eternal. Hippolytus 

paraphrased the passage to read: "He begot me before 

all ages.” Identifying the Logos as "Spirit of God and 

principle of creation and wisdom and power of the 
.'--I -■ r-. 'V ■ 

Most High," Theophilus attributed to him the inspiration 

of the Old Testament prophets. The prophets had not 

existed before the world began, but the Wisdom that was 

in God and the Logos that was present with God had, 
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as Proverbs 8:27 proved. There appears to have been 

a confusion between the preexistent Logos and the Spirit 

not only in this passage from Theophilus, but in other 

trinitarian interpretations of Proverbs 8:22-31. Irenaeus, 

having supplied several biblical proofs "that the Logos, 

that is, the Son, was always with the Father," went on to 

prove from the discussion of wisdom in Proverbs 3:19— 

20 that the same was true of the Spirit. This was then fol¬ 

lowed by long quotations of Proverbs 8:22-23, 27-31, 

leaving it unclear whether it was the eternal preexistence 

of the Son or that of the Spirit or both that was thought 

to be demonstrated by these passages. Proverbs 8:22-31 

served to distinguish not only between Christ and the 

creatures, but also between the Logos and the Father. 

In the classic statement of the latter distinction, the 

Against Praxeas of Tertullian, the text from Proverbs 

occupied a dominant place; and Tertullian supplied what 

would be a proper paraphrase of the text if his Monar- 

chian opponents were right: "I, the Lord, founded myself 

as the beginning of my own ways for the sake of my 

works.” The distinctness of the Logos both from the 

creature and from the Father had already been seen in the 

text by Justin in his polemic against Judaism; for Proverbs 

8:22-25 meant "that this offspring was begotten by the 

Father before all creatures, and that what is begotten is 

another in number than the one who begets." 

Ironically, as Hilary observed about the Arian use of 

Proverbs 8:22-31, "these weapons, granted to the church 

in its battle against the synagogue," came to be used 

"against the faith set forth in the church’s proclamation." 

As a "passage of distinction," Proverbs 8:22-23 easily 

became a passage of subordination; for it said: "The 

Lord created me" and "before the age he established 

me." We have already noted Origen’s exegesis of the 

passage against the Sabellian blurring of the distinction 

between the Logos and the Father. Origen’s pupil, 

Dionysius of Alexandria, carried this anti-Sabellian 

exegesis even further, declaring "that the Son of God is 

a creature and something made, not his own by nature, 

but alien in essence from the Father. . . . Being a creature, 

he did not exist before he came into being." From the 

surviving fragments of his writings it seems that the 

word "created" in Proverbs 8:22 was the proof, as 

Sabellianism was the provocation, of this doctrine. His 



Christ as Creature T93 

ap.Ath.Deer.26.5 (Opitz 2:22) 

Ath.Dion.6 (Opitz 2:49-50) 

Ath.Dion.27 (Opitz 2:66-67) 

ap.Eus.H.C.2.69.1 (GCS 7:68) 

Schwartz (1938) 3:157 

At.Ep.Eus.5 (Opitz 3:3) 

At.Ep.Alex.4. (Opitz 3:13) 

Hil.7>/«.4.n (PL 10:104) 

Hil.Tr/w.12.1 (PL 10:434) 

Didym.Tr/w.3.3 (PG 39:805) 

namesake and contemporary, Dionysius of Rome, without 

identifying his target by name, inveighed against the 

"absurdities” of such an exegesis of the word "created.” 

Those who claimed, on the basis of Proverbs 8:22, "that 

the Son is a work,” had "missed the truth completely” 

and were setting forth an exegesis that was "contrary 

to the meaning of the divine and prophetic Scripture.” 

In this passage "he created” did not mean the same as 

"he made”; it meant being begotten, not being made. 

Athanasius, to whom we owe the preservation of the 

passages from both the Roman and the Alexandrian 

Dionysius, used the words of Dionysius of Rome to 

exonerate Dionysius of Alexandria of the charge of 

paternity for Arianism and to prove that the Arian 

exegesis of Proverbs 8:22—31 could not claim continuity 

with the fathers. 

Although the transmission of the documents of Arian¬ 

ism is even more confused than that of other heretical 

literature, it does seem clear that the Arian controversy 

broke out over the exegesis of Proverbs 8:22-31. Accord¬ 

ing to the emperor Constantine, it came when Bishop 

Alexander of Alexandria called upon several presbyters, 

especially Arius, to give an account of their opinions 

"about a certain passage in the divine law,” which was 

"presumably Proverbs 8:22ff.” The terminology of this 

passage is certainly prominent in the few surviving doc¬ 

uments of Arianism. In his letter to Eusebius, Arius 

wrote, quoting Proverbs 8:22-23: "Before he was begot¬ 

ten or created or ordained or established, he did not exist.” 

In the confession which he and his colleagues addressed 

to Alexander, he quoted the same verbs in asserting that 

the Son had been "begotten timelessly by the Father and 

created before ages and established.” In his account of 

Arian doctrine, Hilary said that "they maintain that 

[Christ] is a creature, because of what is written” in 

Proverbs 8:22. Indeed, of all the Arian arguments which, 

according to Hilary, threatened shipwreck to the orthodox 

faith, this passage was "the greatest billow in the storm 

they raise, the big wave of the whirling tempest.” And 

Didymus called it "the primary objection,” as well as 

"the most irreligious and absurd,” put forth by the 

heretics. 

Yet Constantine’s diagnosis of the origins of Arianism 

spoke not only of the "passage in the divine law” over 
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whose exegesis there had been controversy, but also of an 

"unprofitable question’’ raised by Arius which had led 

him to speculations that were better left alone. It was, 

then, the exegesis of Proverbs 8:22-31 in the light of a 

particular set of theological a prioris which produced the 

Arian doctrine of Christ as creature. At least some of these 

may be reconstructed from the fragmentary evidence. One 

such a priori which may be identified is a special version 

of the absoluteness of God. The fundamental idea in the 

Arian doctrine of God was "one and only [/Gvo?].” God 

was "the only unbegotten, the only eternal, the only one 

without beginning, the only true, the only one who has 

immortality, the only wise, the only good, the only poten¬ 

tate.’’ Even "one and only” was not absolute enough; it 

had to be raised to a superlative, so that God was "with¬ 

out beginning and utterly one [avapxos /xopwraros].” God 

was "a monad [pi/ds].” There had always been a divine 

monad, but a dyad had come into being with the genera¬ 

tion of the Son and a triad with the production of the 

Spirit or wisdom. Therefore "the triad is not eternal, but 

there was a monad first.” No understanding of the Logos 

as divine could be permitted in any way to compromise 

this arithmetical oneness of God, who "alone” created 

his "only” Son. Originally and fundamentally, then, "God 

was alone.” 

So stark a monotheism implied an equally uncompro¬ 

mising view of divine transcendence. The metaphor of the 

Son’s derivation from the Father "as a torch from a torch” 

was rejected both by the Arians and by their opponents: 

by the anti-Arians because it implied that "the substance 

[of the Father and the Son] is something separate from 

either person”; by the Arians for the very opposite reason, 

because it suggested a continuity of ousia (essence) be¬ 

tween the Father and the Son, which violated the trans¬ 

cendence of God. No action of God, neither the creation 

of the world nor the generation of the Logos, could be 

interpreted in such a way as to support the notion that 

"the Father had deprived himself of what he possesses in 

an ungenerated way within himself, for he is the source 

of everything.” God was "the monad and the principle 

of creation of all things,” and he did not share this with 

anyone, not even with the Logos. Any other conception 

of God would, according to Arius, make the Father "com¬ 

posite and divisible and mutable and a body.” But "the At.Ep.Alex.5 (Opitz 3:13) 
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bodiless God” must at all costs be represented in such a 

way that he did not suffer the changes affecting a body. 

This meant that God in his transcendent being had to be 

kept aloof from any involvement with the world of be¬ 

coming. His ''unoriginated and unmitigated essence” 

transcended the realm of created and changeable things 

so totally that there was not, and ontologically could not 

be, a direct point of contact between them. Such a total 

transcendence was necessary not only for the sake of the 

utter oneness of God, but also because of the fragility of 

creatures, which "could not endure to be made by the 

absolute hand of the Unoriginate.” 

It was incompatible with this definition of divine one¬ 

ness and transcendence to speak of the divine in Christ 

as God in the unequivocal sense of that title. Alleging 

Deuteronomy 6:4 and related passages of exclusive mono¬ 

theism, the Arians demanded: "Behold, God is said to 

be one and only and the first. How then can you say that 

the Son is God? For if he were God, [God] would not 

have said, 'I alone’ or 'God is one.’ ” The point at which 

the Arian understanding of God called forth a contro¬ 

versy was, then, not in the doctrine of God as such, but 

in the doctrine of the relation between God and the divine 

in Christ. In asking a question about Christ, Arius was 

really asking the question about God, as the exchanges 

between the Arians and their opponents also made clear. 

The Arian poems confessed: "God has not always been a 

Father,” and again, "Once God was alone, and not yet a 

Father, but afterwards he became a Father.” If the Son 

had a beginning, it followed that before that beginning 

the Father was not Father. And the converse also seemed 

to follow, namely, that if God had always been Father 

and the divine paternity was coeternal with him, the 

divine sonship likewise had to be coeternal with the Son. 

To accept such an implication would have meant to blas¬ 

pheme against the deity of God. 

Proverbs 8:22-31 was well adapted to this Arian the¬ 

ology. It explicitly stated that God had "created” wisdom, 

and that he had done so "for the sake of his [other] 

works.” This had been "before the age” and before the 

creation of the earth and the abyss and the mountains. 

Hence both Logos and Son of God, the two titles which 

summarized the meaning of the divine in Christ, were 

taken to refer to a created being. Arius declared: "The 
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Logos ... is only called Logos conceptually, and is not 

Son of God by nature and in truth, but is merely called 

Son, he too, by adoption, as a creature.” Indeed, it seems 

from some of the evidence that in such statements as 

these, Arian theology drew a distinction between the 

Logos and the Son, identifying the Logos as the one 

through whom God had also made the Son. Whether or 

not this latter distinction was actually a consistent Arian 

tenet, the creaturely status of the Logos (and of the Son 

of God) was a cardinal doctrine. The Logos was "alien 

and unlike in all respects to the essence and selfhood of 

the Father”; he was ranged among the things originated 

and created, all of which were fundamentally different 

from God in essence. In the ontological distinction be¬ 

tween Creator and creature, the Logos definitely belonged 

on the side of the creature—yet with an important quali¬ 

fication. 

Other creatures of God had their beginning within 

time, but the Logos began "before times.” The declara¬ 

tion upon which the opponents of Arianism fastened, 

that "there was a then when he did not exist,” explicitly 

avoided saying that "there was a time when he did not 

exist,” in order to distinguish between the Logos and 

other creatures. Proverbs 8:23 specifically identified the 

"establishing” of wisdom as something that had hap¬ 

pened "before the age.” Yet because the Arians insisted 

upon "certain intervals, in which they imagine he was 

not,” their avoidance of the term "time” was dismissed 

as sophistry. According to Proverbs and according to the 

Arian exegesis of it, the Logos had been established "be¬ 

fore the age” for a purpose: to be "the principle of crea¬ 

tion of his ways for the sake of his works.” Although the 

Logos was a creature, he was "not as one of the creatures,” 

for they were created through him while he was created 

directly by God. He was "made out of nothing.” Accord¬ 

ing to Athanasius, it was part of their original doctrine 

(but according to Basil a later refinement by the Anomoe- 

ans) to argue: "We consider that the Son has this pre¬ 

rogative over others, and therefore is called Only-Begot¬ 

ten, because only he was brought into being by God alone, 

while all other things were created by God through the 

Son.” This was in keeping with the Arian doctrine of 

God, according to which the creatures "could not endure 

the untempered hand of the Father and be created by 
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A 
him” and therefore needed a mediator ter call them into 

being. The orthodox replied either that, consistently, no 

mediator should be needed, or that this presupposition, 

carried to its conclusion, would require an infinite regress 

of mediators, each cushioning the shock for the next. 

This was, however, the particular office of the Logos in 

Arian cosmology: to be the instrument through which the 

Creator fashioned the universe and all that is therein. 

Of special interest in the Arian vocabulary about the 

relation of the Son of God as creature to God the Creator 

was their use of the title "angel.” This title could claim a 

distinguished lineage in the liturgical, exegetical, and 

apologetic usage of the church. It was also well suited to 

the needs of Arian theology. The interpretation of Prov¬ 

erbs 8:22—31 could be combined with the words of He¬ 

brews 114 to show that the preexistent one belonged to 

the category of the angels, although, to be sure, he was 

preeminent among them. According to the apostle Paul 

in Galatians 3:19, the law of Moses had been "ordained 

by angels through an intermediary.” Various theologians, 

both Jewish and Christian—chiefly Gnostics, however, as 

Athanasius charged—had assigned to the angels an in¬ 

termediary role in the creation of the world and of man. 

"Let us make man” in Genesis 1:26—27 was ordinarily 

used as a passage of distinction, as when Hilary argued 

on the basis of it that God could not be conceived of as 

"solitary,” but that he had always had a "companion”; 

for Augustine the passage became the basis for the idea 

that man was created in the image of the entire Trinity, 

not merely in that of the Father or the Son. But already 

in Barnabas and then at greater length in Justin, Chris¬ 

tian interpretation of the passage had to take account of 

the exegesis, said by Justin to be maintained "among 

you” Jews (or, in a variant reading, "among us” Chris¬ 

tians), by which God was thought to be speaking to 

angels. In response to this exegesis, which he attributed to 

Platonic influence, Tertullian reminded his readers never¬ 

theless that the "angels rank next to God.” This media¬ 

torial role of the angels could be broadened to include the 

Logos as the chief among them. And so in Arian termi¬ 

nology it would be proper either to call the angels sons 

of God or to call the Son of God an angel. To this ex¬ 

tent it is right to see Arianism as "a final, mighty up¬ 

heaval” of an angel christology that had come down from 
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late Jewish and early Christian apocalypticism and was 

making its last stand "against the new, hellenized chris- 

tology," even though the evidence for the universality of 

this form of speaking about the divine in Christ is less 

convincing than that judgment assumes. 

Even on the basis of the scraps of information about 

Arianism handed on principally by its opponents, we may 

recognize in the Arian picture of this Logos-Son, who 

was less than God but more than man, a soteriological as 

well as a cosmological intermediary. The absoluteness of 

God meant that if the Logos was of the same essence with 

the Father, the Logos had to be impassible. The orthodox 

found it blasphemous when the Arians, also in the interest 

of the absoluteness of God, described the Logos as one 

possessed of a mutable nature and therefore not of the 

same essence with the Father. "He remains good," the 

Arians said, "by his own free will, so long as he chooses 

to do so," rather than by virtue of his oneness of essence 

with God. And so, according to Arius, God, foreknow¬ 

ing that the Logos would resist temptation and remain 

good, bestowed on him proleptically the glory which, as 

man, he would eventually attain by his own virtue. The 

Logos became "the pioneer of salvation" by first enduring 

in his own name and then enabling those who followed 

him to do likewise. "By his care and self-discipline" he 

had triumphed over his mutable nature. His "moral prog¬ 

ress [npoKovriY’ had won for him the title Son of God, 

) according to Paul of Samosata; and Arius seems to have 

taught something similar. From what can be known of 

Arian teaching about salvation, it does not seem overly 

harsh to comment that "the men who had replaced the 

Father in heaven by an abstract ov would naturally con¬ 

fess a mere minister of creation rather than a conqueror 

of death and sin." The ultimate outcome of the Arian 

system was a Christ suspended between man and God, 

identical with neither but related to both: God was in¬ 

terpreted deistically, man moralistically, and Christ myth¬ 

ologically. 

Whether angel or Son of God, the Arian Logos, though 

subordinate to the Father and not of the same ousia with 

him, was nevertheless worthy of worship. The Arians 

shared with other Christians the usage of paying to the 

Son of God an adoration that by right belonged to God 

alone. The usage itself was so persistent that, for ex- 
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ample, Origen, despite his carefully documented insist¬ 

ence that "properly, prayer is to be addressed to God the 

Father alone,’’ himself addressed prayers to Christ; and 

in opposition to a pagan critic he championed the appro¬ 

priateness of "petitions to the very Logos himself,’’ con¬ 

sisting of intercessions and thanksgiving, so long as the 

distinction between prayer in the absolute sense and 

prayer in the relative sense was observed. The Arians 

found prayer to the Logos an unavoidable element of 

Christian worship. Yet by this inconsistency between their 

dogmatic principle and their liturgical practice the Arians 

were saying, in effect: "Abandon the worship of the crea¬ 

tion, and then draw near and worship a creature and a 

work.’’ From the attacks of orthodox writers like Am¬ 

brose it is clear that the Arians refused to abandon the 

practice of worshiping Christ; "else, if they do not wor¬ 

ship the Son, let them admit it, and the case is settled, so 

that they do not deceive anyone by their professions of 

religion.’’ There is some indication that they may have 

justified their usage by reference to the worship of angels, 

even though Origen, in the defense of prayers to the 

Logos just cited, had explicitly ruled out the worship of 

angels. Apparently some Arian groups may have revised 

the Gloria Patri to read: "Glory be to the Father through 

the Son in the Holy Spirit.” 

The Arians also continued the practice of baptizing in 

the name not only of the Father, but also of the Son and 

of the Holy Spirit; Gregory of Nazianzus, in a treatise on 

baptism, took advantage of this to argue that if one wor¬ 

shiped a creature or were baptized into a creature, this 

would not bring about the divinization promised in bap¬ 

tism. Athahasius, too, argued on the basis of the universal 

baptismal practice accepted also by the Arians that bap¬ 

tism was "not into the name of Unoriginate and originate, 

nor into the name of Creator and creature, but into the 

name of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.” In short, both the 

Arians and their opponents addressed themselves to 

Christ in a manner that assumed some special divinity in 

him. The question was how what the church taught in its 

exegetical and catechetical work and what it confessed in 

its apologetics toward Jews or pagans and in its creeds 

was to be related to what it believed in its prayers. It was 

an acknowledgment of this relation between what was 

believed, taught, and confessed when the opponents of 
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Arianism, from Athanasius and Hilary through Mareellus 

of Ancyra and Boethius, accused it of being polytheistic 

despite its rigid monotheism; for by worshiping as divine 

one whom they refused to call divine, they would "cer¬ 

tainly be going on to more gods’’ and would "lead into a 

plurality” of divine beings. 

In many ways Arianism was more aware of the nuances 

of the trinitarian problem than its critics were. It com¬ 

pelled them, in turn, to avoid the oversimplifications to 

which church theology was prone. It also made it more 

difficult to fob off speculation as exegesis, or exegesis as 

speculation. As the official doctrine of the church pro¬ 

ceeded to settle the question of the relation of Christ to 

God by means of the formula "homoousios,” it was Arian¬ 

ism that helped, through its demand for precision, to 

rescue that formula from the heretical, Gnostic incubus 

that afflicted it. And by reminding the early leaders of 

Alexandrian theology—whose successors were to make 

such problems unavoidable for the entire church—that 

the earthly biography of the Logos in his life, death, and 

resurrection was an inescapable element of the "double 

proclamation,” Arianism helped to keep churchly doc¬ 

trine both honest and evangelical. 

Christ as Homoousios 

The Arian doctrine of Christ as creature collided with the 

tradition of describing him as God; but the Arian use of 

the titles Logos and Son of God, which together had come 

to summarize the central meaning of that tradition, made 

the collision between the two quite ambiguous. In fact, it 

is misleading to speak of "the two” as though Arianism 

and orthodoxy were such obvious alternatives throughout 

the controversy. For while the tradition of describing 

Christ as God was indeed, the basic doctrinal and liturgical 

issue at stake in the controversy from the beginning, it 

was only in the course of the debate that the proper for¬ 

mula for that tradition, together with the implications of 

any such formula, became evident. 

After various personal and administrative gambits had 

failed to silence the Arians, a regional council held at An¬ 

tioch early in 325, drawing upon an epistle of Alexander, 

bishop of Alexandria, promulgated a lengthy statement of 

"the faith’’ in Christ as divine; it anathematized "those 

who say or think or preach that the Son of God is a crea- 
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ture or has come into being or has been made and is not 

truly begotten, or that there was a then when he did not 

exist.” In its positive section the statement of faith de¬ 

scribed Christ as "not made but properly an offspring, 

but begotten in an ineffable, indescribable manner,” as 

one who "exists everlastingly and did not at one time not 

exist.” It had many verbatim citations from Arian theol¬ 

ogy, even though it did not mention Arius by name, and 

it affirmed the "orthodox faith concerning Father and 

Son,” which Alexander had announced with the formula: 

"These we teach, these we preach, these are the apostolic 

dogmas of the church.” And the council excommunicated 

three bishops who had refused to sign the creed. 

Later in the same year the doctrine set forth in this 

creed was elaborated and promulgated for the entire im¬ 

perial church at Nicea: "We believe in one God, the Fa¬ 

ther Almighty, maker of all things visible and invisible; 

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, begotten 

from the Father, only-begotten, that is, from the ousia 

of the Father, God from God, light from light, true 

God from true God, begotten not made, homoousios with 

the Father, through whom [namely, the Son] all things 

came into being, things in heaven and things on earth, 

who for the sake of us men and for the purpose of our 

salvation came down and became incarnate, becoming 

man, suffered and rose again on the third day, ascended 

to the heavens, and will come to judge the living and the 

dead; And in the Holy Spirit. But as for those who say, 

'There was a then when he did not exist,’ and, 'Before 

being born he did not exist,’ and that he came into exis¬ 

tence out of nothing, or who assert that the Son of God 

is of a different hypostasis or ousia, or is created, or is 

subject to alteration or change—these the church catholic 

anathematizes.” 

The basis of the creed of Nicea was not, as scholars be¬ 

lieved for a long time on the basis of the letter of Eusebius 

describing the Council of Nicea, the baptismal creed of 

his church in Caesarea; the most that modern research 

has been able to determine is that this was "some local 

baptismal creed, of Syro-Palestinian provenance” and 

that "to go beyond this and attempt to identify the under¬ 

lying formula would be an unprofitable exercise.” For the 

history of doctrine, as distinguished from the history of 

creeds, it is less important to identify the original text that 
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formed the basis for the creed promulgated at Nicea than 

it is to specify the additions made by the council. Initially, 

it seems, the council had wanted to adhere to the ipsissima 

verba of Scripture, such as that the Son was "from God"; 

but when passages like i Corinthians 8:6 and 2 Corinth¬ 

ians 5:17 were adduced to prove that "all things are from 

God" in the sense of being created by him, the bishops at 

the council "were forced to express more distinctly the 

sense of the words 'from God.’ " This they did especially 

in two formulas: "only-begotten, that is, from the ousia 

of the Father"; and "homoousios." In the Gospel of 

John and in 1 John—especially if, as many fourth-century 

theologians supposed, the variant reading "the only- 

begotten one, God" is the correct one in John 1:18—the 

term had something of the quality of a technical title; at 

the very least, it had stressed the uniqueness of the "be¬ 

getting" of Christ by God. But in his confession of faith 

addressed to Alexander, Arius had explained it to mean, 

among other things, "a perfect creature of God, but not 

as one of the creatures." Asterius had declared that 

though Christ was called "the power of God,” neverthe¬ 

less "there are many of those powers which are one by 

one created by him [God], of which Christ is the first¬ 

born and only-begotten.” 

The creed at Nicea, therefore, called the Son "only- 

begotten, that is, from the ousia of the Father," in a sense 

quite different from the way all (other) creatures could 

be said to be "from God." It was also an attack on Arius 

—in fact, a direct turning upon him of the very weapon he 

had brought—when the creed designated Christ as homo¬ 

ousios. According to Eusebius of Caesarea, the term was 

added at the urging of Constantine; and it usually has 

been attributed to Western sources, mediated through 

Ossius of Cordova. The variety of its meanings and its 

previous association with Gnosticism—and, as Arius had 

pointed out, with Manicheism—made it suspect to the 

orthodox; its identification writh the condemned ideas of 

Paul of Samosata was to be a source of embarrassment to 

its defenders long after Nicea. But at Nicea, the doctrine 

it expressed was "that the Son of God bears no resem¬ 

blance to the genetos creatures [that is, those that have a 

beginning], but that He is in every way assimilated to 

the Father alone who begat Him, and that He is not out 

of any other hypostasis and ousia, but out of the Father.” 
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The anti-Arian polemic of these two additions was 

made even more explicit by the closing anathemas of the 

creed, which read like a summa of Arian dogmatics. They 

condemned any and all of the various formulas by which 

Arius and his supporters had attempted to range Christ 

on the other side of the line separating Creator from crea¬ 

ture. It would not do to say that he was created, or that he 

had come into being out of things that do not exist, or 

that his hypostasis or ousia was different from that of the 

Father, or, in the most familiar of Arian mottoes, that 

"there was a then when he did not exist.” Condemned 

out of his own mouth, Arius refused to sign the creed; in 

this act of heroism and honesty he was joined, apparently, 

by only two of the council fathers. All the rest saluted the 

emperor, signed the formula, and went right on teaching 

as they always had. In the case of most of them, this meant 

a doctrine of Christ somewhere between that of Arius and 

that of Alexander. 

Yet it was to the doctrine espoused by Alexander, as 

refined after further clarification and violent controversy, 

that the palm was given, and it was in the light of this 

doctrine that the creed of Nicea came to be interpreted. 

We can summarize this doctrine at the present point in 

our narrative, even though, as will become clear later in 

this section, it represented anything but theological unan¬ 

imity at the time of the Council of Nicea itself, much less 

during the half-century that followed. Among the exposi¬ 

tors of the "faith of Nicea,” Athariasius, everyone agrees, 

should have pride of place; but Amphilochius and espe¬ 

cially Didymus in the East, and Ambrose and Hilary in 

the West, deserve to be ranged alongside him, if for no 

other reason than because of the intricate web of intellec¬ 

tual and literary relations among them. 

The faith confessed at Nicea, both in its own original 

formulation and in its interpretation by its defenders, was 

a cosmological confession and a soteriological confession 

simultaneously. Underlying it was the conviction that 

only he who had created the universe could save man, 

and that to do either or both of these he himself had to 

be divine and not a creature. The Logos was present in 

all of creation as the one through whom it had come into 

being. Because God, in his generosity, was unwilling to 

begrudge the gift of being, "he has made all things out 

of nothing through his own Logos, Jesus Christ our 

Kth.Inc.17.1 (Cross 26) 
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up of times, and provided the principle of creation for 

all things,” it followed that he was not temporal but 

eternal. In opposition, therefore, to the Arian equation of 

"only-begotten” with "firstborn of the creatures,” namely, 

the first creature among creatures, the Nicene confession 

insisted that the creation of man and of the cosmos could 
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was therefore constantly being drawn back down into 

the nonbeing out of which he had been called by the 

creating power of the divine Logos. Because God was "he 

who is [6 fiv],” by the standard exegesis of Exodus 3:14, 

his creatures could be delivered from annihilation only 

by participation in the image of the Creator. God "saw 

that all created nature, if left to its own principles, was in 

flux and subject to dissolution. To prevent this and to 

keep the universe from disintegrating back into nonbeing, 

he made all things by his very own eternal Logos and en- 

Ath.Gent.^i {PG 25:81-84) dowed the creation with being.” Man’s fall into sin made 

him "mortal and corruptible,” the victim of his own na- 

Ath.Hr.3.33 {PG 26:393) ture and its propensities. To a considerable degree, the 

definition of sin in church doctrine appears to have de- 

veloped a posteriori, by a process which, proceeding from 

the salvation in Christ and from infant baptism, made the 

See pp. 286-92 below diagnosis fit the cure. But it was essential for Nicene orth¬ 

odoxy to speak of sin in relation to the creation out of 

nothing, so that the Logos who had been the agent of 

creation might also be identified as the agent of salvation. 

That identification was central to the faith of Nicea as 

interpreted by its defenders?’"A man is altogether irre¬ 

ligious and a stranger to the truth,” said Amphilochius, 
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"if he does not say that Christ the Savior is also the 

Maker of all things.” It was not appropriate, Athanasius 

argued, that created life should be founded in any except 

the Lord who is before the ages and through whom 

the ages came into existence, so that, since it was in him, 

we also might be able to inherit that eternal life.” Only 

he who had called men out of nonbeing into being would 

be able to recall them after they had fallen back into the 

nothingness that threatened them. According to Didymus, 

the fundamental mistake of the Arians was not to under¬ 

stand what Scripture said "about the Redeemer, God the 

Logos, the originator of all things.” The Logos-Son had 

become incarnate, so that he might be glorified in his 

humiliation and crucifixion. It was to the incarnate one 

and to the reality of his created nature as man that the 

defenders of Nicea applied those passages of subordina¬ 

tion on the basis of which the Arians had called the pre- 

existent one a creature. This meant, above all, that "he 

created me” in Proverbs 8:22 either had to be using 

"created” in an improper sense or had to be speaking of 

the created humanity of the incarnate Christ. The latter 

was the easier solution, taking the words to mean "that 

the Lord Jesus was created from the Virgin in order to 

redeem the works of the Father.” "Lie created,” then, 

was synonymous with "he established”—established not 

only above the cherubim but also in the manger. Other 

passages of this sort, too, could be explained as applying 

to his created humanity. The prayer in the garden of 

Gethsemane had to be interpreted this way, according to 

Amphilochius; so did Christ’s confession of ignorance 

about the last day. The word from the cloud, which was 

the proof text for an adoptionist christology, applied not 

to the preexistent Christ, but to the incarnate one. 

All of this was "for the sake of us men and for the 

purpose of our salvation,” as the Nicene confession af¬ 

firmed. The content of this salvation, ty> be sure, was vari¬ 

ously defined. The same theologians who refused to brook 

any divergence from the norm of trinitarian and christo- 

logical orthodoxy were quite willing to manipulate soteri- 

ological theories and images without similar compunction. 

But regardless of the atonement metaphor employed, the 

christological implication was that Christ was homo¬ 

ousios. Ambrose used, among other images, that of the 

Good Samaritan who had taken pity on fallen man; but 
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to be this, Christ had to be "incarnate’’ and at the same 

time have his "deity" acknowledged. Amphilochius was 

fond of the familiar medical imagery, applying it also to 

the story of the Samaritan woman; but this imagery im¬ 

plied that healing was to be obtained only from the in¬ 

carnate Christ, who was "the Maker of the senses and the 

Creator of the creatures.’’ Hilary used the picture of Christ 

as the sacrificial victim, but immediately went on to ex¬ 

plain that this did not mean a diminution in "his eternal 

possession of unchangeable deity." Athanasius was the 

spokesman for the Eastern tradition that God the Logos 

had become man in order that men might become God; 

but if this was to be the gift of his incarnation and if man 

was to be rescued from the corruption that so easily beset 

him, it was indispensable that "the Logos not belong to 

things that had an origin, but be their framer himself.’’ 

Didymus, too, could speak of the Savior in various ways, 

as "judge of the living and the dead, that is, of the righ¬ 

teous and of the sinners, the one who grants forgiveness 

of sins to those who believe in his name, the one who 

saves us by his own glory and graciousness"; but "because 

he is by nature merciful and the Savior, he is in no way 

subordinate to the merciful and saving God and Father." 

Any of the various definitions of the meaning of salvation 

was taken to require that—in the words of Isaiah 63:9 

(LXX), the passage of identity quoted by Athanasius and 

in a Christmas sermon of Amphilochius and by Didymus 

—it be neither a messenger nor an angel, but God himself 

who saved mankind. And the formula that guaranteed 

this requirement was homoousios. 

By the homoousios, so interpreted and defended, the 

expositors of Nicene doctrine attempted to safeguard the 

soteriological and liturgical concerns of the church, for 

which it was mandatory that Christ be divine. There was 

nothing left for the deniers of homoousios, Didymus 

charged, but "to change the name of the Father in their 

liturgies,’’ as well as to remove the names of the Only- 

Begotten and of the Spirit; for it was characteristic of 

Jewish worship to adore only the Father, and of pagan 

worship to adore a plethora of lesser beings which dif¬ 

fered from God in essence. Fike the worship of the 

church, the offerings of the Magi could be exonerated of 

the charge of idolatry only if the Christ child was king 

and God. Writing before Nicea, Athanasius, without any 
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sense of inconsistency, denounced paganism for "serving 

the creature rather than the Creator” and then for refus¬ 

ing to "worship the Logos, our Lord Jesus Christ the 

Savior.” After Nicea, when he was involved in the Arian 

controversy, he made use of this contrast to argue that 

the worship of Christ by men and angels proved his essen¬ 

tial difference from all creatures, including angels; only 

if he was not a creature, but true God by nature, could 

such worship be proper. Ambrose echoed many of these 

arguments when he called upon the Arians to stop wor¬ 

shiping one whom they regarded as a creature or else to 

call him a creature even when they worshiped him; for 

as things stood, their theological position and their litur¬ 

gical practice were irreconcilable. 

As we have mentioned, however, the consensus sug¬ 

gested by such an exposition of "the Nicene faith” is an 

illusion—albeit an illusion fostered by the official ac¬ 

counts of the developments after 325. Sozomen, for ex¬ 

ample, dated the beginning of public divergence from 

"the doctrine which had been promulgated at Nicea” 

with the death of Constantine on 22 May 337. Even be¬ 

fore that time "this doctrine did not have universal ap¬ 

proval,” but only with Constantine’s death did open op¬ 

position to it break out. The story of this opposition has 

been told often, though not always well. Many accounts of 

the development of doctrine during the half-century from 

Nicea to Constantinople lose themselves in chronology 

and political history. As we indicated at the beginning of 

this chapter, the political history of these decades is in 

many ways more important—and in most ways more in¬ 

teresting—than the doctrinal history. Yet a development 

of doctrine there is, and one which can (keeping as much 

of the chronology in view as can safely be determined 

from the documents) be traced in its own terms. 

Even in the interpretation which we have just sum¬ 

marized, the Nicene formulation left certain fundamental 

doctrinal questions unanswered and certain lingering 

suspicions unallayed. And as the interpretation and de¬ 

fense of Nicea thickened, the questions of the gainsayers 

became ever more insistent and their suspicions increas¬ 

ingly difficult to dismiss as baseless. The furor over Mar- 

cellus proved an embarrassment to Nicene orthodoxy. 

One of the signers in 323 and a fellow exile with Athana¬ 

sius at Rome in 339, Marcellus of Ancyra asserted the 
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unity of the Godhead, on the basis of the passages of 

identity, in terms that compelled him to interpret the pas¬ 

sages of distinction as only temporary and "economic”: 

Son and Spirit were not eternal in the Godhead, but "Son” 

was the name properly given only to the incarnate one. 

Against the identification of Son and Logos, Marcellus 

insisted that only "Logos” was an appropriate title for 

the preexistent one, and that even this referred to a Logos 

immanent in God and internal to him rather than to an 

eternally subsisting Logos. He did not use homoousios in 

the fragments of his works that have been preserved, 

though it was used in a statement of faith which may have 

come from Marcellus, attacking the Sabellians for their 

denial of the doctrine. Nevertheless, it is safe to see in his 

theology a version of the homoousios according to which 

the unity of God was safeguarded before the incarnation 

by the complete immanence of the Logos and after the 

incarnation by the surrender of the kingdom of the Son 

to the Father, that God might be all in all. It was in re¬ 

sponse to this latter contention that the final recension of 

the "Nicene” creed eventually came to incorporate the 

clause, "of his [Christ’s] reign there will be no end.” But 

more important for the development of the trinitarian 

dogma is how this crypto-Sabellianism of Marcellus vin¬ 

dicated the charge of his opponents that the Nicene for¬ 

mula needed revision and amplification to clarify what 

was meant by the One in God. 

They were, if anything, even more critical of the in¬ 

adequacy of the Nicene formula as a statement of the 

complementary doctrine of the Three in God, and with 

good reason. Marcellus had declared that "it is impossible 

for three existing hypostases to be united by a monad un¬ 

less previously the trinity has its origin from the monad.” 

This made it clear to Eusebius that Marcellus was merely 

setting forth a sophistic form of Sabellianism. Even oppo¬ 

nents of the homoousios more moderate than Eusebius, 

Acacius, and the Homoeans were concerned that it was 

wiping out any ontological distinction between Father, 

Son, and Holy Spirit. ISficea had appeared to equate 

hypostasis and ousia in its anathemas. The Greek term 

"hypostasis” was, moreover, a precise equivalent of the 

Latin "substantia,” so that Western theologians, in speak¬ 

ing of one substantia in the Godhead, seemed to be oblit- 
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crating the threeness of hypostases; as Gregory Nazianzus 

observed, they avoided speaking of "three hypostases.” 

To be sure, Arius had declared in his creed addressed to 

Alexander that "there are three hypostases.” Thus the 

formula "three hypostases” was tarred with the brush of 

Arianism—but no more so than the formula "homo¬ 

ousios” with the brush of Sabellianism, Gnosticism, and 

Paul of Samosata. But the "Origenists” or "homoiousi- 

ans,” no less opposed to Arianism than to Sabellianism, 

came nevertheless to be called "Semi-Arians” because of 

their insistence on "three hypostases” and their opposi¬ 

tion to homoousios. Faced with the distinction between 

Son and Logos in Marcellus, they urged that Son be seen 

as the highest and most appropriate designation, while 

Logos should be put on a level with life, resurrection, 

and bread as a metaphor for the Son. In this doctrine, 

therefore, "Logos and Son stand as mutually complemen¬ 

tary titles . . . except that in this passage only the one 

side, the 'hypostatic’ self-subsistence, is emphasized,” as it 

had not, in their judgment, been sufficiently emphasized 

in the Nicene formula of homoousios and in its autho¬ 

rized exponents. 

As a substitute for homoousios, therefore, they pro¬ 

posed homoiousios, "of a similar ousia,” or, more aptly 

and precisely, "like [the Father] in every respect,” rather 

than merely "like the Father” but not in ousia. The an¬ 

tithesis between "Nicene” and "Semi-Arian” has, conse¬ 

quently, come to be interpreted as the struggle between 

homoousios and homoiousios, with the result, in Gibbon’s 

memorable phrase, "that the profane of every age have 

derided the furious contests which the difference of a 

single diphthong excited between” them. Like most con¬ 

troversies over terminology, however, this was no mere 

logomachy, as Athanasius recognized, punning on the 

word "logomachy” as "a battle about the Logos.” At 

stake were fundamental questions both of Christian doc¬ 

trine and of theological methodology. It had been the 

wish of the bishops at Nicea to confine themselves to 

the simple words of Scripture, but this proved bootless. 

Repeatedly throughout the half-century after the council, 

protagonists of one or another position voiced the same 

wish. As Constantine had proposed the homoousios in 

325, so his son Constantius intervened on the opposite 
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side with the ruling: "I do not want words used that are 

not in Scripture.” But behind the mutual accusations of 

using words not in Scripture was the recognition which 

developed on all sides that such words were unavoidable 

and that it was inconsistent to voice the accusation against 

the opponent’s position while using such words in de¬ 

fense of one’s own position. 

But among nonscriptural words, what was so sacrosanct 

about homoousios? Athanasius, for example, made sur¬ 

prisingly little use of it and wrote his longest defense of 

the concept, the three Orations against the Arians, almost 

without mentioning it. And at the very end of his treatise 

on the councils, Hilary, "calling the God of heaven and 

earth to witness,” swore that he had not so much as 

heard of the Council of Nicea until he was about to go 

into exile in 356, but that he regarded homoousios and 

homoiousios as synonymous. They were not synonymous 

to begin with, but they eventually converged—not prin¬ 

cipally through such orthodox suasions, but through the 

recognition by the adherents of both terms that the threat 

to what they believed most deeply was coming from the 

extreme of the Arian position: Christ the Logos was 

"unlike the Father” or, more moderately, "like the 

Father but not in ousia.” Speaking doctrinally rather than 

politically, the homoousios was saved by the further 

clarification of the unresolved problems of the One and 

the Three and by the recognition of a common religious 

concern between the partisans of homoousios and those 

of homoiousios. The spokesman for that recognition, 

after various kinds of hesitation, was Athanasius him¬ 

self, who ultimately asserted his unwillingness to attack 

the Homoiousians "as Ariomaniacs, or as opponents of 

the fathers; but we discuss the issue with them as brethren 

with brethren, who mean what we mean and are disputing 

only about terminology.” By saying that Christ was "of 

the ousia” of the Father and "like [the Father] in ousia,” 

they were, he continued, "setting themselves in opposition 

to those who say that the Logos is a creature.” And this 

was finally the doctrinal interest for which homoousios 

had been a symbol—coined by Gnostic heretics, dictated 

by an unbaptized emperor, jeopardized by naive de¬ 

fenders, but eventually vindicated by its orthodox 

opponents. 
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The form in which the homoousios was vindicated and 

the identification of Christ as God was codified was the 

dogma of the Trinity, as it was hammered out during the 

third quarter of the fourth century. And the issue that 

brought the homoousios to a head and thus helped to 

formulate the doctrine that Christ was divine was not 

so much the doctrine of Christ as the doctrine of the 

Holy Spirit. 

At Nicea the doctrine of the Holy Spirit had been dis¬ 

posed of in lapidary brevity: "And [we believe] in the 

Holy Spirit.” Nor does there seem to have been a single 

treatise dealing specifically with the person of the Spirit 

composed before the second half of the fourth century. 

It may be that Montanism was responsible for some 

development in the direction of a more "personal” under¬ 

standing of the Holy Spirit in Tertullian, and through 

him in the evolving trinitarianism of the third century; 

but even this possibility is tenuous. Once the question of 

the Holy Spirit was raised, its absence from the earlier 

discussions itself became a question. Gregory of 

Nazianzus explained the absence by a theory of develop¬ 

ment of doctrine, according to which "the Old Testa¬ 

ment proclaimed the Father manifestly, and the Son more 

hiddenly. The New [Testament] manifested the Son, 

and suggested the deity of the Spirit. Now the Spirit 

himself is resident among us, and provides us with a 

clearer explanation of himself.” The obscurity of the 

Old Testament references to the Trinity provided the 

occasion for other analogous theories of development. 

But Amphilochius of Iconium, in addition to proposing 

that the One was manifest in the Pentateuch, the Two 

in the prophets, and the Three only in the Gospels, also 

provided, in his synodical letter of 376, a simpler and 

more plausible explanation of the vagueness of the doc¬ 

trine of the Holy Spirit in the creed adopted at Nicea: 

"It was quite necessary for the fathers then to expound 

more amply about the glory of the Only-Begotten, since 

they had to cut off the Arian heresy, which had recently 

arisen. . . . But since the question about the Holy Spirit 

was not being discussed at the time, they did not go into 

it at any greater length.” Amph.E/7,syn. {PG 39:96) 



The Mystery of the Trinity 212 

Gr.Naz.Of.31.21 (PG 36:157) 

Gr.Naz.Of.31.12 {PG 36:145) 

Ath.^f.3.15 {PG 26:353) 

Ath.Ep.Serap.1.1 {PG 
26:532) 

&p.Cyr.Dial.Trin.-j {PG 
75:1076-77) 

Socr.H.e.2.45 (Hussey 
1:365-69); 
Soz.H^.4.27.5 {GCS 50:184) 

Gr.Naz.Of.31.13 {PG 36:148) 

Ath.Tom.3 {PG 26:800) 

Bas.££.263.5 {PG 32:981) 

Marc.fr.67 {GCS 14:197-98) 

Bus.Spir. 16.40 {PG 32:141) 

Meth.Symp.3.8.72 {GCS 
27:36) 

It was not only the Council of Nicea that was silent 

about the deity of the Holy Spirit, however. Scripture 

itself, one had to concede, did not "very clearly or very 

often call him God in so many words, as it does first the 

Father and later on the Son." This silence was a source 

of considerable embarrassment. Similarly, the liturgical 

usage of the church did not seem to provide instances 

of worship or prayer addressed to him. It was, of course, 

to be expected that those who refused the title God to 

the Son should also demur at calling the Spirit God and 

should describe the Spirit as created out of nothing. But 

there were also some who, having broken with the Arians 

on the question of Christ as creature, nevertheless "op¬ 

pose the Holy Spirit, saying that he is not only a creature, 

but actually one of the ministering spirits, and differs 

from the angels only in degree." Others ascribed to the 

Holy Spirit an essence less than that of God, but more 

than that of a creature. He possessed a "middle nature" 

and was "one of a kind." On the basis of the surviving 

sources it seems virtually impossible to determine with 

any precision the relation between the several groups 

variously called Pneumatomachi, Tropici, and Macedo¬ 

nians by the theologians and historians of the fourth and 

fifth centuries; modern efforts at reclassification have not 

proved to be very helpful, either. 

While this hesitancy in calling the Holy Spirit God 

could be attacked for "denying the Arian heresy in words 

but retaining it in thought," it was symptomatic of a 

basic lack of clarity in both the words and the thought 

of the theologians of the church, including those who 

professed to be orthodox and anti-Arian. Marcellus of 

Ancyra, for example, seems to have denied that the Holy 

Spirit had his own hypostasis. He did not distinguish 

between the eternal or "immanent" proceeding of the 

Spirit and the temporal or "economic" sending of the 

Spirit—a distinction that was to figure in the medieval 

debates between East and West. Therefore with the sec¬ 

ond coming of Christ the Spirit would no longer "have 

any functions to discharge.” The inadequacies of such a 

conception of the Spirit became evident when the doctrine 

received closer attention. But what also became evident 

was the state of theological reflection about it, as Gregory 

of Nazianzus conceded as late as 380 when he admitted 
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that "to be only slightly in error [about the Holy Spirit] 

was to be orthodox.’’ In a remarkable summary of the 

controversy within the orthodox camp, composed in 

the same year, he declared: "Of the wise men among 

ourselves, some have conceived of him [the Holy Spirit] 

as an activity, some as a creature, some as God; and some 

have been uncertain which to call him. . . . And therefore 

they neither worship him nor treat him with dishonor, but 

take up a neutral position.’’ He did add, however, that 

"of those who consider him to be God, some are orthodox 

in mind only, while others venture to be so with the 

lips also.’’ It was apparently not only "careful distinc¬ 

tions, derived from unpractical philosophy and vain de¬ 

lusion’’ that could be blamed for this confusion, but also 

the undeveloped state of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit 

in relation to the Son in the Trinity. 

The relation between the Son and the Holy Spirit was, 

to be sure, one rather quick and simple way to dispose 

of the confusion. Cyril of Alexandria suggested that "the 

identity of nature [^ cf)V(nktj TavTor^?]’ between the Son 

and the Spirit was enough to prove that the Spirit was 

God, but this was, as he himself recognized, begging the 

question. Athanasius had tried many years earlier to argue 

that if the relation of the Spirit to the Son was the same as 

that of the Son to the Father, it followed that neither the 

Son nor the Spirit could be described as a creature. But 

this provoked the not unwarranted taunt that the Holy 

Spirit would then have to be interpreted as the son of the 

Son and hence the grandson of the Father. The same 

argument could, of course, take a somewhat more re¬ 

spectable form. Athanasius, for example, sought to ele¬ 

vate it to the status of a methodological principle: "If 

we must take our knowledge of the Spirit from the Son, 

then it is appropriate to put forward proofs which derive 

from him [the Son].” The argument had, after all, 

worked in the opposite direction. Athanasius had main¬ 

tained that since the Holy Spirit was the gift of no one 

less than God himself and since the Son conferred the 

Spirit, it followed that the Son was God. The metaphor 

of the Son as "light from light,” especially as employed 

in Hebrews 1:3, helped to guarantee the deity of the 

Spirit, too, for Christ, the radiance of God, enlightened 

the eyes of the heart by the Holy Spirit. 
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Comparison suggests that Athanasius, having devel¬ 

oped the main lines of his theology in the debate over 

Christ as homoousios, found it sufficient proof for the 

assertion that the Holy Spirit was homoousios to relate 

the Spirit to the Son, while others, notably Didymus, had 

to relate the Spirit to the entire Trinity. Didymus, too, 

could argue on the basis of the assertion that "the Holy 

Spirit is inseparable from Christ." Perhaps the most 

striking illustration for the use of the analogy of Son 

and Spirit was the recurrence here of the passage of 

identity, Isaiah 63:7-14 (LXX), which had proved to 

be so important for the assertion that Christ was divine. 

To Athanasius Isaiah 63:14, "the Spirit of the Lord,” was 

proof that, paraphrasing Isaiah 63:9, not an angel but 

the Spirit himself had given rest, and that therefore 

"the Spirit of God is neither angel nor creature, but 

belongs to the Godhead." For Didymus, too, the words 

of Isaiah were proof that the believers in the Old Testa¬ 

ment had received grace from none less than "the Spirit, 

who is inseparable from the Father and the Son." From 

the same passage he also showed that a sin against the 

Spirit was a sin against the Holy One of Israel; therefore 

the Spirit was God. Summarizing this exegesis, Cyril of 

Alexandria saw in Isaiah 63:9-14 a proof for the iden¬ 

tity of ousia between the Holy Spirit and God, just as the 

exegetical tradition had seen there a proof for the identity 

between the Logos and God. 

The other analogy that suggested itself for an under¬ 

standing of the relation between the Holy Spirit and 

God was, obviously, the analogy of the relation between 

the human spirit and the human self. The analogy had 

explicit biblical warrant in the words of 1 Corinthians 

2:11. Athanasius used it to demonstrate that the divine 

impassibility which he found attested in James 1:17 

applied also to the Holy Spirit, so that "the Holy Spirit, 

being in God, must be incapable of change, variation, 

and corruption.’’ Basil professed to find far more in the 

analogy, elevating it to the status of "the greatest proof 

of the conjunction of the Spirit with the Father and the 

Son." But in his actual argument it played a relatively 

minor role. Although it is not clear precisely why the 

analogy between divine Spirit and human spirit, despite 

the extravagant words of Basil, did not bulk as large as 

the analogy between the divine Spirit and the divine Son, 
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one plausible explanation is that pressing the former 

analogy at all forcefully could easily lead to a Sabellian 

understanding of the Spirit, contrary to that view of 

hypostases in the Trinity which had indeed been devel¬ 

oped principally on the basis of the distinction between 

Father and Son, but had now to be applied as well to that 

between the Spirit and both the Father and the Son. 

Another exploitation of the arguments in favor of the 

deity of the Son in the case for the deity of the Spirit 

was the repetition of the point that the attribution of 

divine titles, qualities, and operations amounted to an 

admission of deity. "What titles which belong to God,” 

asked Gregory of Nazianzus, "are not applied to [the 

Holy Spirit], except only 'unbegotten’ and 'begotten’?” 

and he followed his question with a list of divine titles 

that were in fact ascribed to the Spirit. One such title 

for the Holy Spirit was, of course, the term "holy” itself. 

It was applied to him as "the fulfillment of [his] nature,” 

for he was spoken of as sanctifying, not as sanctified. And 

so he was holy not "by participation or by a condition 

having its source outside him,” but "by nature and in 
•‘•^“niiiiin—"mw 

truth.” Similarly, the declaration that the Spirit was 

"from God” was clarified by the same arguments that had 

been used to distinguish the christological confession that 

Christ was "from God” from the general affirmation 

that all things were "from God” because they were the 

creatures of God; as a predicate of the Holy Spirit, "from 

God” meant that he "proceeds from God, not by genera¬ 

tion, as does the Son, but as the breath of his mouth.” 

The very title "spirit” seemed to Basil to connote a nature 

uncircumscribed by change and variation. Because he was 

"the fullness of the gifts [or good things] of God,” he 

was to be acknowledged as their transcendent source and 

therefore as also different in kind from the incorporeal 

creatures. This transcendent source of all created good 

was "unapproachable by thought”; therefore he had to 

be God. Even so problematical a title for him as "the place 

of those who are being sanctified” meant that he was 

Creator rather than creature. 

Perhaps even more decisive than the titles of the Holy 

Spirit were his works. The Holy Spirit was God because 

he did what only God could do. If the creatures were the 

objects of his renewing, creating, and sanctifying activity, 

he could not belong to the same class of beings as they, 
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but had to be divine. He who filled all creatures had to 

be "of a different substantia than are all the creatures." 

Specifically, as the one who justified sinners and per¬ 

fected the elect, the Holy Spirit did what was appropriate 

"only to the divine and supremely exalted nature." Be¬ 

cause he possessed "the power to make alive," Cyril 

continued a little later, he could not be merely a creature, 

but had to be God. Yet salvation was not merely vivifka- 

tion but deification. This was the gift of the Holy Spirit, 

and therefore he was God. "By the participation of the 

Spirit," Athanasius formulated the axiom, "we are knit 

into the Godhead.” Enumerating the gifts of the Spirit, 

Basil affirmed that from him "comes foreknowledge of 

the future, understanding of mysteries, apprehension of 

what is hidden, distribution of good gifts, the heavenly 

citizenship, a place in the chorus of angels, joy without 

end, abiding in God, the being made like to God—and 

highest of all, the being made God.” But, Cyril insisted, 

if "the Spirit that makes us God” were of a nature dif¬ 

ferent from that of God, all hope would be lost. Thus 

the soteriological argument, adapted to the special func¬ 

tioning of the Spirit, was no less prominent in the case 

for his deity than it had been in the case for the deity 

of the Son. 

A special form of the soteriological argument, and one 

especially appropriate to the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, 

was the proof from baptism; this was especially appro¬ 

priate, though not uniquely so, for the defenders of Nicea 

had previously made good use of the baptismal formula 

in Matthew 28:19 to charge Arianism with commingling 

Creator and creature. Athanasius presented his own 

trinitarian interpretation: "When baptism is given, whom 

the Father baptizes, him the Son baptizes; and whom the 

Son baptizes, he is consecrated with the Holy Spirit." But 

that very interpretation suggested the peculiar connec¬ 

tion between baptism and the Holy Spirit. For if the 

Spirit did not belong properly to the Godhead, "how 

\ can he deify me by baptism?" This argument from 

baptism, in refutation of the denial of the deity of the 

Holy Spirit, was for Athanasius "the supreme instance" 

and the most persuasive demonstration of how noxious 

such a denial was; "for to reject this or to misinterpret it, 

is to stake salvation itself." Regeneration through the 

grace given in baptism was the divine way of salvation, 
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Basil argued, so that rejecting the deity of the Holy Spirit 

meant casting away the meaning of salvation itself; and 

on the day of judgment he would defend himself by this. 

This regeneration took place through baptism "into the 

name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” 

If the last named was a creature, "the rite of initiation 

which you reckon to perform is not entirely into the 

Godhead.” But to be Christian meant to be set free 

from the worship of creatures and to be baptized into the 

one Godhead of the Trinity, "not into a polytheistic 

plurality.” 

Not only the gift of baptism, but the baptismal formula 

itself constituted a proof. Without the name of the Holy 

Spirit the formula would be incomplete and therefore 

the baptism invalid. Basil was especially vigorous in 

claiming that it was not orthodoxy in its trinitarianism, 

but Christ in the baptismal formula, that was guilty of 

"ranking the Holy Spirit alongside the Father and the 

Son.” He therefore urged his opponents "to keep the 

Spirit undivided from the Father and the Son, preserving, 

both in the confession of faith and in the doxology, the 

doctrine taught them at their baptism.” His reference to 

the doxology was provoked by an attack upon him for 

using, in the liturgy, both the form "Glory be to the 

Father with [/x.erd] the Son together with [ow] the Holy 

Spirit” and the form "Glory be to the Father through 

[Sid] the Son in [<h/] the Holy Spirit.” It was the phrase 

"with the Holy Spirit” that seemed an innovation, for® 

it placed the Spirit on the same level as the Father and 

the Son. Basil replied that this was precisely the reason 

that had "led our fathers to adopt the reasonable course 

of employing the preposition ’with,’ ” and that this had 

been preserved in the liturgical language of the common 

people. If liturgical usage was to be authoritative for 

dogmatic confession, it was unwarranted to make an 

exception in this instance. Nor, for that matter, was this 

doxology the only example of a liturgical doctrine of 

homoousios; for in the hymn that was sung each evening 

at the lighting of the lamps, the people had preserved 

the ancient form when they sang: "We praise Father, 

Son, and God’s Holy Spirit.” 

Yet the processes we have just described, by which the 

doctrine of the deity and homoousia of the Holy Spirit 

developed, simultaneously presupposed and compelled 
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development of a more nearly adequate doctrine of the 

Trinity itself. Therefore Athanasius could put the ques¬ 

tion: "If there is such a coordination {o-wrotx“0 an<^ 

unity within the holy Triad, who can separate either the 

Son from the Father, or the Spirit from the Son or from 

the Father himself?" Using the same philosophical term 

for a coordinate series and applying it to the baptismal 

formula in Matthew 28:19, Basil maintained that the rela¬ 

tion of Spirit to Son was the same as that of the Son 

to the Father, and that this coordination expressly ruled 

out any notion of ranking. Such argumentation appeared 

to derive the deity of the Floly Spirit by logic, as a 

direct corollary from the doctrine of the Trinity: "If 

the One was from the beginning, then the Three were so 

too,” and therefore the Spirit was divine. Athanasius, 

by contrast, made very little use of the doctrine of the 

Trinity in presenting his defense of the deity of the Son; 

and the most fully developed formulation of trinitarian 

teaching anywhere in the Athanasian corpus—still a very 

brief one—was evoked from him in the course of arguing 

for the deity of the Floly Spirit. The apparent incon¬ 

sistency of Didymus’s first arguing that there was a cor¬ 

relation between the operation of Father, Son, and FFoly 

Spirit and their ousia, and then maintaining that one 

could not conclude a difference of nature between them 

on the basis of the diversity of their operations, could 

not be clarified without a full-scale doctrine of the 

Trinity, in which both the unity and the diversity could 

be precisely formulated within a systematic theory and 

with a technical terminology adequate to obviate mis¬ 

understanding or equivocation. Development of such 

a doctrine was the achievement of the same men whose 

doctrine of the Floly Spirit we have been considering, 

especially of the so-called Cappadocians, Basil, Gregory 

of Nazianzus, and Gregory of Nyssa. 

In this way the development of the doctrine of the 

Holy Spirit reopened and brought to a head many of 

the issues that had supposedly been settled at Nicea. 

For not only had Nicea and its expositors disposed of 

the problem of the Holy Spirit with a formula which said 

everything and nothing; but because homoousios left 

the question of the One unanswered and the creed 

neglected to codify a term for the Three, the adjudication 

of the deity of the Holy Spirit made it necessary to 
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develop and to deepen the Nicene Creed. Both the absence 

of a formula for the One and the tone of the defense 

of Nicea, in particular the exegesis of the passages of 

identity and the stock metaphors that were employed, left 

the Nicene position open to charges of blurring the dis¬ 

tinction between Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, after the 

fashion of the Sabellians. What was needed was a term 

for the One and another for the Three. A term at hand 

for the latter was hypostasis, which had been used this 

way at least since Origen; an obvious term for the 

former, hallowed not only by long usage but by its 

association with the Christian exegesis of Exodus 3:14, 

was ousi^. And, in the event, these were the terms in 

which the relation between the One and the Three came 

to be formulated: one ousia, three hypostases. 

Part of the difficulty was that ousia and hypostasis 

seemed to be equivalent, if not quite identical; they had, 

in fact, been so used in the Nicene Creed itself. Athana¬ 

sius, too, had used ousia as a way of explaining the mean¬ 

ing of hypostasis. Elsewhere he insisted that "hyposta¬ 

sis is ousia and means nothing else but simply being." 

Indeed, the two terms continued to be used almost 

interchangeably even after the distinction between them 

as technical terms had become a standard trinitarian 

formula. On the basis of the Nicene formula, opponents 

of the distinction between the two terms such as Marcellus 

could insist that loyalty to Nicea implied rejection of 

the notion of distinct hypostases. Besides, the only use 

of hypostasis in the New Testament as a "trinitarian” 

technical term, in Hebrews 113, seemed to be speaking of 

the divine ousia which Christ as homoousios shared with 

the Father, not of the hypostasis which was peculiar to 

the Father. This appeared to present biblical evidence 

against the formulation of one ousia, three hypostases; 

and Basil had to argue, in defense of the formulation, 

that the passage in Hebrews was not intended to dis¬ 

tinguish among the hypostases. It was, then, both an 

obdurate tenacity about the terminology employed at 

Nicea and a quasi-Sabellian resistance to the notion of 

distinct hypostases that stood in the way of the new 

version of Nicene trinitarian doctrine. 

Basil summarized this resistance as follows: "Many 

persons, in their treatment of the mystical dogmas, fail 

to distinguish that which is common to the ousia from 
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'the meaning of the hypostases.’ They think that it makes 

no difference whether one says ousia or hypostasis. There¬ 

fore to some of those who accept ideas about this subject 

uncritically it seems just as appropriate to say one 

hypostasis as one ousia. On the other hand, those who 

assert three hypostases suppose that it is necessary, on the 

basis of this confession, to assert a division of ousias into 

the same number.” It was in response to such thinking 

that a way had to be found that "the hypostases are con¬ 

fessed and the pious dogma of the monarchy does not 

collapse.” The only way to dispel the confusion was to 

come up with a definition of hypostasis that set it apart 

from ousia and made it a fit instrument for the specifica¬ 

tion of what was distinctive in the Father, in the Son, 

and in the Holy Spirit. The hypostasis, then, had to be 

"that which is spoken of distinctively, rather than the 

indefinite notion of the ousia.” Coupled with hypostasis 

in the identification of the distinctiveness of each mem¬ 

ber of the Triad was another technical term, "mode of 

origln poiros tt/s Wdp^eto?}.” It seems first to have 

been used of the Son and the Spirit, the former as be¬ 

gotten and the latter as proceeding from the Father; 

then it was applied to the Father as well, but in a negative 

way, namely, that he was unbegotten and did not proceed. 

Theologians varied in their designations for the mode 

of origin of each hypostasis, as well as in their degree 

of emphasis upon the individuality of each; but indi¬ 

viduality, howsoever defined, was now to be predicated 

of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

This conception of three hypostases effectively removed 

the taint of Sabellianism from the Nicene confession, but 

it did so by raising another specter, at least equally ter¬ 

rifying to Christian faith—the threat of tritheism. 

Gregory of Nyssa voiced the natural reaction of many 

upon hearing that Christian faith in God required the 

confession of three hypostases: "Peter, James, and John 

are called three humans, despite the fact that they share 

in a single humanity. And there is nothing absurd in 

using the word for their nature in the plural, if those who 

are thus united in nature be many. If, then, general usage 

grants this, and no one forbids us to speak of two as 

two, or of more than two as three, how is it that we in 

some way compromise our confession, by saying on the 

one hand that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit 
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have a single godhead, and by denying on the other that 

we can speak of three gods? For in speaking of the 

mysteries [of the faith], we acknowledge three hypostases 

and recognize there is no difference in nature between 

them.” Each of the hypostases was "one” in the complete 

sense of the word; therefore the confession of the "one 

God” was not compromised by positing three hypostases. 

The other Cappadocians were also troubled by the ques¬ 

tion, and Basil may be the author of a treatise sometimes 

ascribed to him, Against Those Who Falsely Accuse Us 

of Saying That There Are Three Gods. The monotheistic 

confession of Deuteronomy 6:4, which Christianity had 

inherited from Judaism, seemed to be at stake once 

more, as it had been, in a different sense, in the contro¬ 

versy over whether the Christ whom Christians wor¬ 

shiped could nevertheless be called a creature. 

The defense of the Cappadocians against this charge 

took several forms. None has received greater notoriety 

than their adaptation to trinitarian theology of a Platonic 

doctrine, which, following a usage that went back to 

Plato himself, they called "the universal [to kolvov'}.” 

Gregory of Nazianzus quite unabashedly drew a parallel 

between the Christian doctrine of the unity of God and 

the theory of "the more advanced philosophers” among 

the Greeks about "one Godhead.” And elsewhere he 

formulated the principle that what was common or uni¬ 

versal to Father, Son, and Holy Spirit was their "not 

having come to be and the Godhead”; he then went on 

to specify "the distinctive” in each. Going even beyond 

this identification of the Godhead or ousia as a kind of 

Platonic universal, Gregory of Nyssa answered his own 

question by declaring that it was, strictly speaking, in¬ 

accurate even to speak of Peter, James, and John as "three 

humans,” since "human” was a term for the nature which 

they had in common; in the case of the three hypostases 

in the Trinity, however, such a plural was not only in¬ 

accurate, but downright dangerous. No one could con¬ 

clude from the phrase "three humans” that there were 

three humanities, but it was clear from the history of 

religion that just such a conclusion had been drawn from 

the use of the plural for the divine. And so "the divine, 

simple, and unchangeable nature transcends any sort of 

diversity according to ousia, in order to be [truly] one.” 

The divine ousia was far more real and far more truly one 
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than other universal. Basil, too, recognized that his 

emphasis upon the unity of the divine ousia above and 

beyond the three hypostases might seem to elevate it to a 

superior position and thus to depress the reality of the 

hypostases. Although he rejected any such inference as 

"irreligion” and blasphemy, it is clear that if the iden¬ 

tification of the divine ousia as a universal were the only 

means of safeguarding the unity of God, that unity would 
have been in serious jeopardy. 

Significantly, the defense of the dogma of the Trinity 

did not rely primarily on this metaphysical identification. 

Even Gregory of Nyssa, philosophically the most bril¬ 

liant and bold of the three Cappadocians, stopped short of 

providing a speculative solution for the relation of the 

One and the Three or of the distinction between the 

properties of the One and those of the Three. Despite 

his great debt to Middle Platonism, Gregory did not as¬ 

sign to the Platonic doctrine of universals a determinative 

place in his dogmatics, which was finally shaped by what 

the church believed, taught, and confessed. His funda¬ 

mental axiom was: "Following the instructions of Holy 

Scripture, we have been taught that [the nature of God] 

is beyond names or human speech. We say that every 

[divine] name, be it invented by human custom or handed 

on to us by the tradition of the Scriptures, represents our 

conceptions of the divine nature, but does not convey 

the meaning of that nature in itself.” And the specific 

name to which he was applying this stricture was 

Godhead [r^eo-nys]” itself, the very title he used in his 

accommodation to Greek theism. 

There was perhaps one exception to the rule that all 

such names” were descriptive only of human compre¬ 

hensions of God. That exception pertained to a mystery 

that was, if anything, even more ineffable than the mystery 

of God’s relation to the world, namely, the relations 

within the divine Triad. In opposition to the danger that 

the distinctiveness of the three hypostases would dissolve 

in a Platonically defined ousia, the Cappadocians, with 

varying degrees of emphasis, found the guarantee of the 

unity of the Godhead in the Father. For Basil, the Father 

was "a certain power subsisting without being begotten 

or having an origin,” in whom both the Son and the 

Spirit, each in his way, had their origin. Gregory of 

Nazianzus went so far as to call the Father "greater” in 

Bas.Ep.1,8.4 (PG 32:329); 
Apoll.Fid.sec.pt.18 (Lietz- 
mann 173) 
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the sense that "the equality and the being” of the equals, 

Son and Spirit, came from him. And Gregory of Nyssa 

identified the Father as "the source of power, the Son 

as the power of the Father, the Holy Spirit as the Spirit 

of power.” Specifically on the question of distinctions 

among the Three, he identified causality as the only real 

point of distinction, stating that one was the cause, 

namely, the Father, and that the Son and the Spirit were 

derived from him, but eternally. In this one cause was the 

guarantee of the unity of the Three. 

This puzzling, indeed frustrating, combination of 

philosophical terminology for the relation of One and 

Three with a refusal to go all the way toward a genuinely 

speculative solution was simultaneously typical of the 

theology of the Cappadocians and normative for the 

subsequent history of trinitarian doctrine. Formulas such 

as homoousios, three hypostases in one ousia, and mode 

of origin were metaphysically tantalizing; but the adjudi¬ 

cation of their meaning was in many ways a defiance 

not only of logical consistency, but of metaphysical coher¬ 

ence. How, for example, could the Father be the source 

of Son and Spirit within the Trinity and yet fatherhood 

be a property not only of his hypostasis, but of the divine 

ousia as such? Or, to put it in liturgical terms, was the 

Lord’s Prayer addressed only to the hypostasis of the 

Father as "our Father” and the Father of the Son, or 

to the entire ousia of the Godhead? Basil’s answer to this 

and to any such difficulty was to declare that what was 

common to the Three and what was distinctive among 

them lay beyond speech and comprehension and there¬ 

fore beyond either analysis or conceptualization. For 

all the identification of the mode of origin, the distinction 

between the generation of the Son and that of the Spirit, 

Didymus admitted, remained "an unknown mode.” 

Gregory of Nyssa was willing to look for rational sup¬ 

ports in his reflection on the One and the Three; but if 

none were forthcoming, it was most important to "guard 

the tradition we have received from the fathers, as ever 

sure and immovable, and seek from the Lord a means of 

defending our faith.” The dogma of the Trinity was 

enshrined in the liturgy and, if one read them aright, 

documented in the Scriptures. Now it was the task of 

theology to defend it, to reflect upon it. In one sense, 

the dogma of the Trinity was the end result of theology, 
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for it brought together many of the themes of the pre¬ 

ceding development. But in another sense, it was the 

starting point. 

Throughout the following centuries of the history of 

doctrine, this dogma was dominant. In fact, one of the 

reasons for the contrast between the more corporate 

emphasis of the early history and the more individualistic 

emphasis of later periods lies in this very dogma. Having 

become the official teaching of the church, it provided 

the virtuoso with the limits beyond which his specula¬ 

tion dared not stray as well as with the riddle over 

which it could puzzle. "The theologian" became, in a 

special sense, the title for a man who defended the deity 

of Christ in the context of the trinitarian dogma. The 

speculations of Augustine’s On the Trinity enabled him 

to identify himself with the church catholic and yet to 

press the believing reason to the very limits of its powers. 

It was the trinitarian dogma, especially its notion of the 

divine "energies," that provided the Hesychastic theology 

of fourteenth-century Byzantium with a foundation for 

its speculations about the relation between the created 

and the uncreated light of God. As one of the principal 

transmitters of patristic doctrine to the Latin Middle 

Ages, Boethius codified trinitarianism in a form that was 

to shape the theology of Thomas Aquinas. And the 

declaration of independence of liberal Protestant theology 

was most typically expressed in Schleiermacher’s relega¬ 

tion of the trinitarian dogma to an appendix in his Chris¬ 

tian Faith. The distinctive features of the trinitarianism of 

each of these men and movements deserve individual 

attention. At this point it bears mentioning that the unre¬ 

solved contradictions evident in the Cappadocian theology 

presented a challenge to each of them also; but that mean¬ 

while the church went on believing, teaching, and con¬ 

fessing the dogma in its liturgies and sermons, its 

catechisms and commentaries. 

At the same time, the shape taken by Cappadocian 

trinitarianism served to move the discussion from the 

relation between the One and the Three to the relation 

between the divine and the human in Christ, with which, 

in one way, the controversy had begun. For granted that 

it was appropriate to call Christ divine and to assert that 

he was homoousios with the Father, what did this mean 

for his also being homoousios with man—and with man 
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the creature ? Some of the very considerations with which 

the discussion had opened were bypassed by the solutions 

which the trinitarian dogma sought to provide for them. 

But they were too fundamental to the gospel to remain 

in obscurity, and the form of the trinitarian solution 

made a reopening of the christological issue unavoidable, 

particularly for those who had formulated their trinitarian 

orthodoxy in such a way that their christology became 

suspect. 



5 The Person 
of the God-Man 

The dogma of the Trinity was developed as the church’s 

response to a question about the identity of Jesus Christ. 

Was he, or was he not, equal in his divine existence with 

the Creator and Lord of heaven and earth? The answer 

of orthodox Christian doctrine to that question was the 

confession that he was from the ousia of the Father and 

"homoousios with the Father.” For all the problems 

there were in this answer, the formulation traditionally 

identified with the Council of Nicea (although in a some¬ 

what later recension) was the version of the doctrine of 

the Trinity which came to be acknowledged as the faith 

of the church. And except for the questions—speculative, 

liturgical, exegetical, and constitutional—raised in the 

course of debates between East and West about the 

procession of the Holy Spirit, this was the interpretation 

of the doctrine of God in relation to the person of Christ 

that was to survive the fall of the Roman Empire, the 

schism between Eastern and Western Christendom, and 

the upheavals of Renaissance and Reformation, to be 

rejected by the critical intelligentsia only in the period of 

the Enlightenment and of nineteenth-century Protestant 

liberalism. But "a few decades after Nicea the theme of 

the formation of dogma shifted completely, . . . Now 

the theme is not the preexistent Son of God, but the 

incarnate one. Not the relation of God to God is now at 

issue, but the relation of God to man in the person of 

the earthly Christ, who dwelt among men.” Or, to quote 

again the question of Athanasius, 'How is it possible 

for someone not to err with regard to the incarnate 

presence [of the Son] if he is altogether ignorant of the 
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genuine and true generation of the Son from the Father?” 

Now that the meaning of this "genuine and true gen¬ 

eration” had been defined at the Council of Nicea and 

clarified in the half-century after the council, the locus 

of the issue was transferred to the person of Jesus Christ 

himself. Ranged against each other in the debate over 

this issue were the theological traditions represented by 

Alexandria and by Antioch, whose rivalry in church 

politics shaped their conflict in christological doctrine and 

was in turn shaped by it. It is understandable that, coming 

as it did in the wake of the trinitarian debates, the prob¬ 

lem of christology was sometimes treated as though it 

were susceptible of solution by some of the same means 

employed in the solution of the questions of the Trinity. 

For example, one proof for the full deity of the Son w7as 

the argument that if the Son were not God, one would be 

baptized into a creature. The same argument was then 

pressed into service to support the deity of the Holy 

Spirit. But now that the question was the relation between 

the divine and the human in the person of the incarnate 

Son, a theologian such as Cyril of Alexandria, who main¬ 

tained that this relation was one of an intimate and in¬ 

separable union, was faced with the disturbing question: 

"Have we, then, been baptized into a man, and shall we 

admit that this is true?” It is significant that Cyril and his 

fellow Alexandrians employed in their christology many 

of the same technical terms that had been mined and 

minted, largely by previous generations of Alexandrians, 

during the trinitarian discussion, terms such as "to be 

joined together [trwa(f%at},” "unity [Ivaxm],” ' insepa¬ 

rable {ASiaiperoG,” and the like. Moreover, some of the 

same passages of identity that had been so useful for 

trinitarian doctrine were introduced into the discussion of 

christological doctrine, as when Cyril of Alexandria, quot¬ 

ing Isaiah 63:9 (LXX), insisted that "it was not an elder, 

nor an angel, but the Lord himself who saved us, not by 

an alien death or by the mediation of an ordinary man, 

but by his very own blood.” In keeping with such argu¬ 

mentation, some modern interpreters have claimed that 

Cyril’s Antiochene opponents in the christological debate, 

especially Nestorius, were operating with "an insuffi¬ 

ciently developed trinitarianism.” 

But these attempts, ancient and modern, to treat the 

christological question as a subtopic of the trinitarian 



The Person of the God-Man 228 

Cyr.Chr.un. (SC 97:306) 

Thdr. Mops. Horn, cat ech.^.g 
(ST 145:1x1); Nest.Arfz.i.x. 
(Bedjan 56) 

Thdr.Mops.Horn, cate c A. 5.3 
(ST 145:103) 

one, while partially valid, obscure both the profundity 

and the poignancy of the evolution of christology: the¬ 

ologians who shared an uncompromising loyalty not only 

to the letter of Nicea but to the Nicene orthodoxy of 

Didymus and the Cappadocians were nevertheless on op¬ 

posite sides when the question of Christ and God became 

the question of God and man in Christ. Not "an insuffi¬ 

ciently developed trinitarianism,” but the neglect of the 

christological question during the discussion of the trini¬ 

tarian question was responsible for the impasse. Theolo¬ 

gians on both sides of the christological debate sought to 

impugn the trinitarian orthodoxy of their opponents. 

Cyril drew an analogy between the Arians and the Antio- 

chenes: the former blasphemed the preexistent Logos, the 

latter the incarnate. The outstanding exegetical scholar of 

the Antiochene school, Theodore of Mopsuestia, on the 

other hand, was attacking the Apollinarist extreme of 

Alexandrian teaching when he charged that "the parti¬ 

sans of Arius and Eunomius ... say that [the Logos] 

assumed a body but not a soul, and that the nature of the 

Godhead took the place of the soul.” The trinitarian de¬ 

velopment had not really prepared the church for the 

problematics of the christological issue, and no one was 

entitled to draw a simple christological inference from 

either the content or the method of the Nicene and post- 

Nicene discussions. Yet before the christological contro¬ 

versy was over, it had managed to raise again some of the 

problems that had supposedly been disposed of in the 

dogma of the Trinity. 

Presuppositions of Christological Doctrine 

In at ieast one respect, there was a close analogy between 

the doctrine of the Trinity and the doctrine of the person 

of Christ. Each doctrine drew together many of the motifs 

of the development that had preceded its formulation. 

Formally stated, these motifs could be called the common 

property of all orthodox Christians; yet the different con¬ 

clusions drawn from common presuppositions suggest 

that even in these shared beliefs there were divergent em¬ 

phases. Various of the common presuppositions were vari¬ 

ously interpreted, and the relation among the several pre¬ 

suppositions was variously conceived. 

The creed of Nicea had followed its statement of the 

"divinity” (God in himself) with one about "economy” 
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(God in his plan of salvation) in the confession that "for 

the sake of us men and for the purpose of our salvation” 

Christ had come down, had become incarnate, had suf¬ 

fered and risen again on the third day, had ascended to 

the heavens, and would come again to judge the living 

and the dead. This confessional statement could, with one 

or another modification or addition, be matched by affir¬ 

mations in many of the ancient creeds. Each of its compo¬ 

nents, however, required careful scrutiny for its christo¬ 

logical implications; each of them had also been the 

subject of earlier development. To attach this capsule 

account of the earthly deeds of Jesus Christ to the affir¬ 

mation of his divinity was to raise the question of the rela¬ 

tion between the divine nature and the events of his life 

and death. Moreover, if he had come "for the sake of us 

men and for the purpose of our salvation,” it was neces¬ 

sary to specify the connection between his person and his 

saving work. And by affirming that he was worthy of 

worship, the church put its teaching and confession about 

him into the context of its liturgy, where it was the in¬ 

carnate one who was adored in his sacramental presence 

and power. 

As the Son and Logos of God, Christ was the revela¬ 

tion of the nature of God; in the formula of Irenaeus, 

"the Father is that which is invisible about the Son, the 

Son is that which is visible about the Father.” If, in a 

phrase that Irenaeus quoted from an even earlier source, 

"the Son is the measure of the Father,” one would expect 

that the Christian definition of the deity of God would be 

regulated by the content of the divine as revealed in 

Christ. In fact, however, the early Christian picture of 

God was controlled by the self-evident axiom, accepted 

by all, of the absoluteness and the impassibility of the 

divine nature. Nowhere in all of Christian doctrine was 

that axiom more influential than in christology, with the 

result that the content of the divine as revealed in Christ 

was itself regulated by the axiomatically given definition 

of the deity of God. No one wanted to be understood as 

setting forth a view of Christ in which this definition was 

in any way compromised or jeopardized. To Theodore of 

Mopsuestia the divine transcendence meant that "it is not 

possible to limit and define the chasm that exists between 

the one who is from eternity and the one who began to 

exist at a time when he was not. What possible resem- 
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blance and relation can exist between two beings so widely 

separated from each other?” At the other end of the chris- 

tological spectrum, Apollinaris also insisted that the pres¬ 

ence of the "sufferings belonging to the flesh” could not 

in any way impair the impassibility of the divine nature; 

therefore he attacked anyone who would attribute to the 

divinity in Christ such "human things” as "development 

and suffering.” 

In their doctrine of God, Alexandrians such as Apol¬ 

linaris appear to have stressed the notion of impassibility 

without compromise. This is borne out by an examination 

of Cyril of Alexandria. Confronted by the statement of 

such passages in the Psalms as 94:22 and 90:1 (LXX) 

that God had "become” man’s refuge, Cyril asked the 

rhetorical question whether this meant that God had 

ceased being God and had become something that he had 

not been in the beginning. Of course not, for "being un¬ 

changeable by nature, he always remains what he was and 

ever is, even though he is said to have 'become’ a refuge.” 

In fact, the very mention of the word "God” made the 

interpretation of "become” as applied to God "stupid and 

altogether wicked” if it supposed that this could refer to 

any sort of change in the unchangeable God. Elsewhere 

Cyril amplified this metaphysical contrast between the 

nature of God the Creator and that of creatures. The na¬ 

ture of God was firmly established, maintaining its un¬ 

changeable permanence; it was characteristic of created 

existence, on the other hand, to be given over to time and 

therefore to be subject to change. Anything that had taken 

a beginning had changeability implanted within it. "But 

God, whose existence transcends all reason and who rises 

above all beginning and all passing away, is superior to 

change.” Quoting Baruch 3:3 (LXX), "Thou art en¬ 

throned for ever, and we are perishing for ever,” Cyril 

concluded that the divine could not be changed by any 

time, or shaken by any sufferings, while created nature 

was incapable of being endowed with essential immuta¬ 
bility. 

As this last statement suggests, however, the purpose 

of Cyril’s abstract disquisition on the absoluteness and 

immutability of God was to deal with the mystery of the 

divine Logos. It would not do to speak of his "being 

transformed into the nature of flesh” in such a way that 

his divine immutability was impaired. "He was the Logos 
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also in the beginning, and proceeding from the eternal 

and immutable God and Father, he also had in his own 

nature eternity and immutability.” This attribute of being 

"ancient and unchangeable” could not be set aside even 

in the incarnation. Although he was said to suffer in the 

flesh, impassibility continued to be characteristic of him 

insofar as he was God. He was incapable of suffering but 

took on a flesh that could suffer, so that the suffering of 

his flesh could be said to be his own. But then the ques¬ 

tion was: "In what sense does not [the impassible Logos] 

himself suffer?” Cyril replied that it was "by suffering in 

his own flesh, but not in the nature of his deity,” in a man¬ 

ner that transcended all reason and all language. Even 

the Alexandrian insistence upon the reality of his suffer¬ 

ings and upon the unity of divine and human in his per¬ 

son could not be allowed to qualify or endanger the essen¬ 

tial impassibility of the nature of God. 

On this issue the Antiochenes were no less firm; indeed, 

it has been suggested that "it was the question of divine 

impassibility which took more of the attention of the 

Antiochenes.” Cyril himself may have been acknowledg¬ 

ing this when he attributed to them the fear that if human 

qualities and experiences were ascribed to the Logos, who 

was begotten from above and who transcended all things, 

this would be blasphemy; therefore they sought to prevent 

any jeopardy to the divine and impassible nature of the 

Logos himself. Theodore represented the Logos as saying 

that "it is impossible that I myself should be destroyed, 

as my nature is indestructible, but I will allow this [body] 

to be destroyed because such a thing is inherent in its 

nature.” It was permissible, according to Nestorius, to 

call the impassible Christ passible because he was "impas¬ 

sible according to his divinity but passible according to 

the nature of his body.” He took the homoousios of the 

Nicene Creed to mean that the attributes of the divine 

nature were those of the Logos, to be by nature impas¬ 

sible, immortal, and eternal. His critics, he said, were 

charging him with blasphemy "because I have said that 

God is incorruptible and immortal and the quickener of 

all”—"God” meaning here the divine Logos. At the same 

time, Nestorius maintained that the fusion (or confu¬ 

sion) of the divine and the human in Alexandrian chris- 

tology not only jeopardized the impassibility of the Logos, 

but also made meaningless the passibility of the man 
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Jesus. Such an account in the Gospels as that of the angel 

strengthening Jesus in the garden would then have to be 

no more than a parable, "for he who suffers impassibly 

has no need of anyone to strengthen him.” From what 

seemed to be a shared presupposition about the absolute¬ 

ness of God there came radically divergent theories about 

the person of Jesus Christ. 

Yet it was not only of God that impassibility was to be 

predicated. One could also speak of "the hope of the life 

to come, [where we shall] abide immortal and impassible 

and free of all sin.” Impassibility could also be described 

as the gift of salvation. God had waited to make Jesus 

Christ "immortal, incorruptible, and immutable” until 

his resurrection "because he was not the only one whom 

he wanted to make immortal and immutable, but us as 

well who are associated with his nature.” It was in the 

resurrection of Christ that both he and those whom he 

came to save acquired "an immortal and impassible na¬ 

ture.” Athanasius of Alexandria, on the opposite side, 

had described the "settled character’ of the saved per¬ 

son, in this case of the monk Antony, whose "soul was 

imperturbed, and so his outward appearance was calm.” 

Antony, he meant to say, "possessed in a very high de¬ 

gree Christian airdOeca—perfect self-control, freedom 

from passion—the ideal of every true monk and ascetic 

striving for perfection. Christ, who was free from every 

emotional weakness and fault—dvra% XPktt6s—is his 

model.” The Antiochene and the Alexandrian traditions 

were in agreement that salvation was the purpose of the 

coming of Christ and that immortality and impassibility 

were the consequence of that salvation. It was also agreed 

on all sides that there had to be a theological congruence 

between the doctrine of the person of Christ and the doc¬ 

trine of the work of Christ; or, to state it negatively, that 

no christological doctrine could be accepted if it militated 

against the office of Jesus Christ as Savior. "The main 

point of our salvation is the incarnation of the Logos,” 

said Apollinaris. The incarnation had to take place as it 

did, Nestorius argued, or Satan would not have been 

vanquished. In his treatise On the Incarnation of the 

Only-Begotten, Cyril, for his part, examined the soterio- 

logical implications of the christological theories under 

discussion and refuted each theory on the grounds that if 

it were correct, the saving work of Christ would have been 
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impossible; other arguments came and went from one 

theory to another, but this argument was applicable to 

each. Even to be only a spokesman and a revelation of the 

divine nature, a task for which it might seem that it would 

have been enough for him to be "the carpenter’s son,” he 

had to be the one who had descended from heaven and 

the "God who appeared to us, being the Lord” Jesus 

Christ. This had already been a standard weapon in the 

arsenal of the Alexandrian and Cappadocian defenders 

of Nicea. 

But when Cyril, together with most of those defenders 

of Nicea, came to specify the content of this salvation 

whose integrity had to be maintained in any christological 

doctrine, it became evident that within the general pre¬ 

supposition presumably shared by all there were pro¬ 

nounced differences. For Cyril attached his understanding 

of the meaning of the salvation of man to the tradition 

that had defined it as deification, which he took to be the 

only means of conferring impassibility on man. Apol- 

linaris had summarized the tradition in the confession: 

"We declare that the Logos of God became man for the 

purpose of our salvation, so that we might receive the 

likeness of the heavenly One and be made God after the 

likeness of the true Son of God according to nature and 

the Son of man according to the flesh, our Lord Jesus 

Christ.” Cyril’s version of the concept of deification laid 

special emphasis on the salvation and transformation of 

the flesh through the incarnation of the immutable and 

impassible Logos. Defining the purpose of the incarna¬ 

tion, Cyril asserted that "the Only-Begotten became a 

perfect man in order to deliver our earthly body from a 

foreign corruption,” and that by doing so Christ had 

"dyed the soul of man with the stability and unchange¬ 

ability of his own nature,” making it a participant in his 

impassible divinity. Using the identical formulas in an¬ 

other passage, Cyril added that the Oniy-Begotten had 

delivered the earthly body from corruption by making 

his own soul more powerful than sin and endowing the 

human soul with his own "stability and immutability as 

wool is imbued with a dye.” 

If there was to be a congruence between soteriological 

and christological doctrine, the relation between the di¬ 

vine and the human in the person of Christ had to be 

adequate to effect this through a transformation in the 
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very nature of man. And more than the nature of man 

had to be transformed and saved. A theory of the relation 

between divine and human in Christ that protected the 

impassibility of God by attributing suffering and death 

only to a man whom the Logos had assumed narrowed 

the doctrine of salvation. For if it were true, "how then 

can he be said to have become the Savior of the cosmos, 

and not rather [only} of man, as a pilgrim and traveler 

through whom we have also been saved?" But since he 

was to be the one through whom the world was saved, 

the connection between the man Jesus and the Logos 

(through whom the world had been created) had to be 

more intimate than the doctrine of the assumption of a 

man by the Logos would allow. For if, according to He¬ 

brews 2:14—15, the Savior was to "destroy him who has 

the power of death, that is, the devil," it had to be "the 

Creator of the universe, the Logos of God rich in mercy" 

who emptied himself and was born of a woman. No mere 

association, nothing less intimate than a union between 

the Logos-Creator and the one who was born and crucified 

would have been sufficient to liberate those who had been 

given over to lifelong bondage through their fear of 

death. If salvation was to be the gift of impassibility and 

immortality, the Savior had to be the Logos himself, not 

only a man assumed by the Logos. 

It was possible to interpret every one of these themes 

in quite another way, and therefore to derive quite an¬ 

other christology from them. Despite the rhetorical ques¬ 

tion just quoted from Cyril, Theodore did teach that 

Christ had saved the world, not merely man—but that he 

had saved the world by saving man. The universe was 

made up of the invisible, rational beings such as angels, 

and of the visible, material things, composed of the four 

elements of earth, air, water, and fire. Man was related to 

the invisible through his soul, to the visible through his 

body. He was the one link between the various orders of 

the created universe, and his sin and death jeopardized 

the unity of that universe. Christ was the Savior of the 

entire world in the sense that the salvation of man, the 

microcosm, also effected the salvation of the macro¬ 

cosm. "Therefore the connection between all things is 

also reestablished on the basis of our renewal. The first 

fruit of this is he who is Christ according to the flesh, in 

whom there is accomplished a very good and, so to speak, 
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a compendious new creation of all things.” So it came 

that "the agreement and harmony and connection of all 

existing things will be saved for incorruptibility” through 

the salvation of man by the man Christ. The salvation of 

the cosmos lay in the reintegration of the only creature 

in whom all the constituent parts of the cosmos were rep¬ 

resented, that is, man—in his reintegration, not in an 

ontological transformation of his nature into something 

more than human and therefore less than human. 

In Theodore’s view of human nature, three factors 

were interrelated: the fall into sin, susceptibility to 

change, and mortality. Sometimes he could follow the 

conventional, though by no means universal, Christian 

teaching that mortality was simply the result of sin, and 

that "death was introduced when we sinned.” In conso¬ 

nance with this view he could say that in this life "we 

suffer many changes, as those who are by nature mortal.” 

But he also reversed the connection between sin and 

death, as when he described life in heaven: "Because we 

shall be made immortal after our resurrection, we shall 

no longer be able to sin; for it follows from our being 

mortal that we sin.” And the impassibility conferred 

through salvation meant deliverance from mutability, 

which was not to be identified with either sin or death but 

was to be related to both; for "it would be possible to 

save the body from death and corruption if we first made 

the soul immutable and delivered it from the passions of 

sin, so that by acquiring immutability we would also ob¬ 

tain deliverance from sin.” No simple causal relation 

would be adequate. "Mortality is chronologically prior to 

sin, but sin is logically prior to mortality”; but it should 

perhaps be added that passibility was a factor in some 

sense distinct from both. Death had entered into human 

life through sin, but now it had weakened human nature 

and aggravated its tendency to sin. To be restored to au¬ 

thentic humanity, man needed to be saved from all of 

these; salvation meant "second birth, renewal, immor¬ 

tality, incorruptibility, impassibility, deliverance from 

death and servitude and all evils, the happiness of free¬ 

dom, and participation in the ineffable good things which 

we are expecting,” as well as deliverance from the punish¬ 

ment and damnation deserved by human sins. 

This restoration of authentic humanity was the work 

of Christ the man in his life, death, and resurrection. Only 
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because he had been "one of us, who came from out of 

our race" and our nature, could he achieve this salvation. 

What had been accomplished through him and in him as 

the first fruit of the human race "had all been done to 

him for [our] common salvation.’’ Although a true and 

complete man, he had not taken death upon himself as 

a punishment as other men do; being "more excellent,’’ 

he had passed through death to immortality and incor¬ 

ruptibility and could now confer these gifts on his breth¬ 

ren. His life and death were part of his saving work, but 

the decisive event in the economy of salvation was his 

resurrection, which was "the principal object of all the 

reforms wrought by him, as it is through it that death was 

abolished, corruption destroyed, passions extinguished, 

mutability removed, the inordinate emotions of sin con¬ 

sumed, the power of Satan overthrown, the urge of 

demons brought to nought, and the affliction resulting 

from the law wiped out." The dramatic interpretation of 

the death and resurrection of Christ as a victory over the 

demonic powers that held man in their sway, which was 

a prominent motif in the ante-Nicene tradition, became 

in Theodore’s hands the statement of Christ’s triumph 

over the "principalities and powers . . . which would have 

no power over us if we could avoid sinning.’’ But what¬ 

ever motif Theodore selected as he commented upon the 

imagery suggested in this or that text, he customarily re¬ 

ferred it to his insistence upon the active agency of 

Christ’s humanity in the work of redemption.” This in¬ 

sistence led to "a definite christological dualism,” a radi¬ 

cal distinction between the divine Logos and the man 

whom he had assumed, because of what Christ had to be 

in order to save as Theodore said he did. He and Cyril 

held many of the themes of soteriology and christology 

in common; but the differences between them, while less 

obvious, proved to be more decisive. 

It has been pointed out that "the predilection of St. 

Cyril for the soteriological approach to the problems be¬ 

comes evident with special prominence in his discussions 

of the Eucharist.” Here, too, a common ground of shared 

teaching about the sacraments led to a divergence in 

christological formulation. Theodore set forth the doc¬ 

trine of the real presence, and even a theory of sacramen¬ 

tal transformation of the elements, in highly explicit lan¬ 

guage. When Christ gave the bread, Theodore argued, 
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"he did not say, 'This is the symbol of my body,’ but 

'This is my body’ for the elements "were so trans¬ 

formed by the descent of the Holy Spirit.’’ He could even 

connect this transformation of the elements to the tradi¬ 

tional idea of the Eucharist as the medicine of immortal¬ 

ity: "At first it is laid upon the altar as a mere bread and 

wine mixed with water, but by the coming of the Holy 

Spirit it is transformed into body and blood, and thus it 

is changed into the power of a spiritual and immortal 

nourishment.’’ These and similar passages in Theodore 

are an indication that the twin ideas of the transformation 

of the eucharistic elements and the transformation of the 

communicant were so widely held and so firmly estab¬ 

lished in the thought and language of the church that 

everyone had to acknowledge them. Even if this eucha¬ 

ristic doctrine was inconsistent with Theodore’s general 

theological method, he continued to teach in his theology 

what the church believed and taught in its liturgy about 

the Eucharist. 

The difference between Theodore and Cyril was that 

Theodore did not base a christology upon this eucharistic 

doctrine, but Cyril did. The key to Cyril’s christological 

interpretation of sacramental theology lay in his emphasis 

upon the life-giving and transforming power of salvation 

in Christ, a power conveyed by the sacraments, especially 

the Eucharist. Baptism was also a channel for this power. 

By baptism, Cyril said, "we are reshaped into the divine 

image in Jesus Christ,’’ adding that it would be absurd to 

think of this as a "bodily re-formation.’’ Elsewhere, how¬ 

ever, particularly when speaking about the change effected 

by eating the body and blood of Christ in the Lord’s 

Supper, he seems to have been far less reluctant to ascribe 

"bodily re-formation’’ to the working of sacramental 

grace. His proof text for the doctrine of the Eucharist 

was not the account of its institution in the synoptic Gos¬ 

pels and 1 Corinthians (although he did, of course, com¬ 

ment also on these passages), but the sixth chapter of the 

Gospel of John: "Unless you eat the flesh of the Son of 

man and drink his blood, you have no life in you.’’ These 

words meant, he said, that Christ "as God makes us alive, 

not merely by granting us a share in the Holy Spirit, but 

by granting us in edible form the flesh which he as¬ 

sumed.’’ Commenting on these same words elsewhere, he 

insisted that the body given in the Eucharist could not be 
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life-giving unless it had become "the very flesh of the 

Logos who gives life to everything.’ ’ The body received 

in the Eucharist was like a "vivifying seed/’ by which the 

communicant was intimately joined with the Logos him¬ 

self and made to be like the Logos, immortal and incor¬ 

ruptible. 

In the course of developing this understanding of the 

Eucharist, Cyril made explicit his rejection of the sugges¬ 

tion that the words of John 6:33 could refer to "the 

precious body and blood, not of God the Logos, but of a 

man joined to him’’ in the incarnation. This represented 

an erroneous view of the Eucharist and of the person of 

Christ. There is reason to believe that in the Antiochene 

tradition, despite the formulas of transformation quoted 

earlier from Theodore, the Eucharist came to be thought 

of as consisting, in the formula of Irenaeus, of an earthly 

and a heavenly substance, each of which retained its na¬ 

ture. Eutherius of Tyana, a partisan of Nestorius, appears 

to have taught that objectively "the mystical bread is of 

the same nature’’ as earthly bread, but that by faith it sub¬ 

jectively became the body of Christ to the believer. And 

Nestorius argued that by the words of institution, "This 

is my body,” Christ "says not that the bread is not bread 

and that his body is not a body, but he has said demon¬ 

strably bread and body, which is in the ousia.” We may 

conjecture that in the course of controversy the Antio- 

chenes discovered an inconsistency between Theodore’s 

eucharistic doctrine and his christological doctrine, and 

that they eventually adjusted the former to the latter; in 

any case, it is clear that the Alexandrians formulated and 

defended a christology that was conformable to the eucha¬ 

ristic piety in which they believed. 

This christology was, the Alexandrians argued, con¬ 

formable also to the liturgical practice of the church, and 

they insisted that the christology of their opponents was 

not. The admonition of Second Clement to think of Jesus 

Christ as of God also implied that Jesus Christ was de¬ 

serving of that worship which was properly paid to God 

alone. In the controversy with Arianism, Nicene ortho¬ 

doxy had made much of the inconsistency between the 

Arians’ practice of worshiping Jesus Christ and their re¬ 

fusal to acknowledge that he was God in the fullest and 

most unambiguous sense of the word; the same argument 

had been used, on the basis of the doxologies, in support 

of the deity of the Holy Spirit. At this point more than See p. 217 above 
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at any other, the application to the christological contro¬ 

versy of an argument invented during the trinitarian con¬ 

troversy proved to be effective. For the defenders of 

Nicea refused to distinguish between the worship appro¬ 

priate to the Father and that appropriate to the Son. The 

Detailed Confession of Apollinaris, which summarized 

Nicene orthodoxy without getting into the speculations 

about the human soul of Christ for which the author was 

later condemned, was speaking for the main body of the 

tradition when it attacked an interpretation of the Trinity 

that would lead to "three dissimilar and diverse systems 

of worship, [contrary to the institution of] a single legal 

way of religious observance." There was, he wrote else¬ 

where, "nothing that is to be worshiped and nothing that 

saves outside the divine Trinity.” The Christian worship 

of God was properly addressed to the Trinity of Father, 

Son, and Floly Spirit, without any distinction at all as to 

degree or kind. Such was the orthodox interpretation of 

the Nicene decree and the clear outcome of the post- 

Nicene development, as eventually stated in the formula 

that the Holy Spirit was "the one who with the Father and 

the Son is worshiped and glorified.” 

Now that the point of discussion was not the relation 

of the Son and the Spirit to the Father, but the relation 

of the humanity to the divinity in the incarnate Son, the 

issue became more complex. Was the humanity of the 

Logos, too, the object of worship? The Arians had been 

accused by Athanasius of practicing the worship of a man, 

because they made the Logos less than God. But could 

not the charge of "anthropolatry” be directed with equal 

validity against the descendants of Athanasius? For ex¬ 

ample, Apollinaris went on, in the creedal statement just 

quoted, to declare: "We confess ... a single worship of 

the Logos and of the flesh which he assumed. And we 

anathematize those who render diverse acts of worship, 

one divine and one human, and who worship the man 

born of Mary as being different from him who is 'God 

from God.’ ” The Christian adoration of Christ had to be 

"the worship of the Son of God including the human 

likeness.” Worship was addressed to the incarnate one, 

divine and human; "to him we properly bring our wor¬ 

ship, and his flesh is not excluded from the worship. . . . 

For whoever does not worship this flesh, does not wor¬ 

ship him.” The Christian cultus required the worship of 

the entire incarnate Logos in the undiscriminated unity 
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of his person, as implied by the liturgical practice of the 

church. Any worship of the incarnate one that separated 

his humanity from his divinity would be equivalent to 

replacing the divine Triad by a tetrad of Father, Son, Holy 

Spirit, and the man Jesus. Therefore it was untenable to 

imply that "we worship Emmanuel as a man.” 

In the acknowledgment that Emmanuel, the God-man 

who was "God with us,” was deserving of worship, all 

who accepted the Nicene definition were agreed; it was 

demanded not only by Nicea, but by Philippians 2:6—11. 

These words of the apostle meant, according to Theo¬ 

dore, that ' because of the link he has with the Only- 

Begotten,” Jesus, the man assumed by the Logos, had 

been highly exalted and given a name above every name; 

this could not have been given to the Logos, for he had 

always had it and had never lost it. After the resurrection, 

when this glory had been conferred on the man assumed 

by the Logos, all men adore him and all men confess 

Jesus Christ to be God to the glory of God the Father.” 

The man Jesus had been raised to the right hand of God, 

"and he constantly receives adoration from all creation 

because of his close union with God the Logos.” His 

sitting at the right hand of the Father meant that the man 

assumed by the Logos had become a participant in the 

glory of the Logos, so that "because of the nature of God 

the Logos dwelling in him, he is to be adored by all.” 

Likewise, the authority to judge the quick and the dead 

belonged to the man assumed. Even Theodore’s oppo¬ 

nents were forced to recognize that he ascribed "the dig¬ 

nity and honor” of the Logos to the man Jesus, although 

they maintained that "the mystery of religion” was 

dissolved by his interpretation of how the Logos 

was to be worshiped. To Nestorius, Philippians 2:6-11 

meant that one adored Jesus the man on account of the 

Logos who bore him, and that "on account of the One 

who is hidden I worship the one who appears. ... I dis¬ 

tinguish the natures, but I unite the worship." It was the 

assumed man "who endured death three days, and him I 

adore with the divinity. . . . On account of him who is 

clothed I adore the clothing.” Or, as Nestorius put it in a 

single formula, Let us confess the God in man, let us 

adore the man who is to be worshiped together with God 

because of the divine conjunction with God the Creator.” 

The Christian worship of Jesus Christ was an assumed 
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presupposition on both sides, and nothing in the debate 

caused either side to question its propriety. Theology had 

to come to terms with liturgy. 

Of special interest in the liturgy was the language being 

used about the Virgin Mary, who had come to be called 

"Theotokos [tfeoTo/cos].” Despite the effort to find evi¬ 

dence of it elsewhere, there is reason to believe that the 

title originated in Alexandria, where it harmonized with 

and epitomized the general Alexandrian tradition. The 

earliest incontestable instance of the term Theotokos was 

in the encyclical of Alexander of Alexandria directed 

against Arianism in 324. Later in the fourth century, the 

emperor Julian, in his polemic against the "Galileans,” 

asked the Christians: "Why do you incessantly call Mary 

Theotokos?” But the sources of the idea of Theotokos 

are almost certainly to be sought neither in polemics nor 

in speculation, but in devotion, perhaps in an early Greek 

version of the hymn to Mary, Sub tuum praesidium; here, 

too, theology had to come to terms with liturgy. In the 

conflicts with Gnosticism Mary had served as proof for 

the reality of the humanity of Jesus: he had truly been 

born of a human mother and therefore was a man. But as 

Christian piety and reflection sought to probe the deeper 

meaning of salvation, the parallel between Christ and 

Adam found its counterpart in the picture of Mary as the 

Second Eve, who by her obedience had undone the dam¬ 

age wrought by the disobedience of the mother of man¬ 

kind. She was the mother of the man Christ Jesus, the 

mother of the Savior; but to be the Savior, he had to be 

God as well, and as his mother she had to be "Mother of 

God.” In popular devotion these themes were interwoven 

with other speculations about the manner of Christ’s birth 

and about the later life of the Virgin, but in its funda¬ 

mental motifs the development of the Christian picture 

of Mary and the eventual emergence of a Christian doc¬ 

trine of Mary must be seen in the context of the develop¬ 

ment of devotion to Christ and, of course, of the develop¬ 

ment of the doctrine of Christ. 

For it mattered a great deal for christology whether or 

not one had the right to call Mary Theotokos. Arians and 

others may have used the term without drawing from it 

conclusions agreeable to Athanasian orthodoxy. But once 

the Nicene formula had been established and clarified, 

those who stood in the succession of Athanasius—and 
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Its opponents correctly saw the implications of the 

term. Nestorius objected that it had not been used by the 

Nest.54z.2.i (Bedjan 220) fathers and that it was a calumny to attribute it to them. 

If he actually advocated Anthropotokos [mother of a 

human being] as a substitute, he did not, as his oppo¬ 

nents charged, mean this as a reversion to the long-repudi¬ 

ated heresy that Christ was a mere man. His own preferred 

term was Christotokos, which he set against both Theo¬ 

tokos and Anthropotokos, because it "both removes the 

blasphemy of [Paul of] Samosata . . . and avoids the evil 

Nest.Ep.Cael. (Loots 182) of Arius and Apollinaris” : Mary was the bearer of Jesus 

Christ, the man in whom God the Logos dwelt, not of the 

Deity. Eventually, Nestorius found it possible to recon¬ 

cile himself even to Theotokos, not only because there 

was a sense in which he could accept its orthodoxy, but 

perhaps also because its position in Christian worship 

was so firmly established as to be unassailable. 

Within these several presuppositions the doctrine of 

the person of Christ developed. The presuppositions in¬ 

cluded what the church believed, taught, and confessed: 

what in its apologies and creeds it confessed about God; 

what in its preaching and exposition it taught about sal¬ 

vation; what in its piety and liturgy it believed about the 

coming of God in Christ. As controversy forced the teach¬ 

ers of the church in various parties to clarify what they 

believed, taught, and confessed, they turned to biblical 

exegesis and to philosophical-theological speculation for 

answers. The dogmatic legislation of the church did not 

supply such answers; instead, it sought to identify the 

orthodox premises for the exegesis and to draw the proper 

boundaries within which the speculation and further con¬ 

troversy were to be carried on. In the sense that these 
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Decisive though they were in many ways, the presupposi¬ 

tions just analyzed did not of themselves produce a chris- 

tology. For the content of the doctrine of the person of 

the God-man was supplied by the words and deeds of 

Jesus Christ and by the witness of all of Scripture to him. 

Apollinaris was expressing a common opinion when he 

spoke, of "innumerable teachings supplied everywhere 

throughout the divine Scriptures, all of them together 

bearing witness to the apostolic and ecclesiastical faith." 

We are, said Cyril, "obliged in every way to the truth, 

eager to track down what seems right in accordance with 

the Sacred Scriptures, and loyal in following the opinions 

of the fathers." All sides accepted this authority; all sides 

affirmed that the Logos had become man and were com¬ 

pelled to acknowledge that their opponents affirmed the 

same; all sides professed obedience to the entire apostolic 

faith as set forth in the Bible. Yet it was difficult, indeed 

impossible, for any single theology of the incarnation to 

do equal justice to all these "innumerable teachings" 

about Christ. When, for example, Hilary made the Paul¬ 

ine and then Nicene phrase "in accordance with the 

Scriptures" a refrain in his apostrophe to the death and 

resurrection of Christ, this led him to the formula that 

"the only-begotten God suffered the things that men 

can suffer," which would not have been acceptable with¬ 

out qualification to various participants in the christologi- 

cal controversy. 

In part, the variations in the use of Scripture to con¬ 

struct a doctrine of the person of Christ can be attributed 

to differences of opinion about the validity and the limits 

of allegorical exegesis. In what way was the Old Testa¬ 

ment a proper source of data for christology? Directing 

his criticism against the allegorical method of Origen 

and his followers, Theodore of Mopsuestia sought to curb 

the tendency to read the Old Testament and the New as 

"words of Christ" in the same sense of the term. One was 
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not to read Scripture in an "absolute” or "simple” way, 

that is, "without reference to the occasion and historical 

connection” of the passage. The most explicit and de¬ 

tailed allegory in the New Testament was that contained 

in Galatians 4:21-31, which was used by the proponents 

of the method as justification for applying it to other nar¬ 

ratives of the Old Testament as well. This was, Theodore 

insisted, an "abuse of the apostle’s term”; for "the apos¬ 

tle does not abolish the history nor dissolve the things that 

happened in the past, but he accepts them as they had 

happened then and applies the history of the things that 

happened to his own understanding.” The apostle re¬ 

tained the historicity of these events as "things that had 

really happened.” A proper allegory, then, was one that 

compared [and applied] events that happened in the 

past to the present.” For example, the use of Psalm 68:19, 

' When he ascended on high he led a host of captives,” 

in Ephesians 4:8 did not mean that the verse in the 

Psalms had been "spoken prophetically”; it was simply 

an allusion like those used in sermons. Similarly, the use 

of Isaiah 54:1 in Galatians 4:27, in the very context of 

the allegory of Sarah and Hagar, was not intended to 

prove that these words had been "spoken prophetically 

about the resurrection, but he abused the statement [that 

is, applied it in a sense different from its intended one] 

because of the word barren.’ ” Theodore and his follow¬ 

ers were far more restrained than the Alexandrians in 

employing Old Testament passages as constituent ele¬ 

ments in the doctrine of the person of Christ. 

More decisive than the question of whether to apply 

passages of the Old Testament to the doctrine of Christ 

was the question of how to combine the disparate state¬ 

ments about him that appeared in both the Old Testament 

and the New. The Psalter spoke of his being enthroned at 

the right hand of God; it was also the source of his cry 

of dereliction on the cross. The Second Council of Con¬ 

stantinople in 553 recognized the key issue in the chris- 

tological controversy when it anathematized anyone "who 

says that God the Logos who performed the miracles is 

one, and that the Christ who suffered is another.” The 

relation of Christ the miracle-worker to Christ the cru¬ 

cified could be defined as simply the relation of the divine 

in him to the human in him, but this oversimplification 

really satisfied no one. There was, for example, the mir- 
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acle of Christ’s walking on the water. Nestorius, respond¬ 

ing "to him who asks, 'Who is it that walked on the 

water?’ ” declared: "It was the feet that walked, and the 

concrete body through the power that dwelt in him. That 

is a miracle. For if God walks on the water, that is not 

amazing.’’ Leo, by contrast, made the flat assertion: "To 

walk on the back of the sea with feet that do not sink 

and to still the rising of the waves by rebuking the winds 

—this is, unambiguously, divine." As Severus pointed 

out, it was not characteristic of the divine to walk at all, 

nor characteristic of the human to walk on water. There¬ 

fore Cyril insisted that in such miracles as the raising of 

Jairus’s daughter or of the widow’s son at Nain both the 

divine and the human were involved; the hand of Christ 

touched the person to demonstrate the "single operation’’ 

of Logos and flesh. For if Christ had performed his mir¬ 

acles only by virtue of an "indwelling” of the divine 

Logos, he would have been no different from the proph¬ 

ets, who did the same. Therefore one must say that the 

Source of life was hungry, that the All-Powerful grew 

tired. 

The critical problem was his suffering, crucifixion, and 

death. Who "cried with a loud voice, 'Eli, Eli, lama 

sabachthani ?’ ” Without taking account of all the con¬ 

sequences of his language, Ambrose explained these 

words to mean that "it was the man who cried out as he 

was about to die by separation from the divinity. For 

since the divinity is immune to death, there could not 

have been any death unless life had withdrawn; for the 

life is the divinity.” Athanasius, too, attributed the cry of 

dereliction to the humanity of Christ, since "the Lord 

cannot be forsaken by the Father, being ever in the Fa¬ 

ther, both before he spoke and when he uttered this cry.” 

This was evident from the miraculous changes in nature 

that accompanied his death, such as the darkening of the 

sun and the raising of the dead, immediately after the re¬ 

port of the cry of dereliction. It followed, therefore, ac¬ 

cording to Athanasius, that "human were the sayings, 

'Let the cup pass’ and 'Why hast thou forsaken me?’ and 

divine the act by which he himself caused the sun to grow 

dark and the dead to rise.” Cyril saw in the cry the voice 

of "the human nature in him,” which was sinless but 

which, as the second Adam, bespoke and rescued the hu¬ 

man condition. With this he contrasted the view of the 
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Antiochenes, as he understood it, who claimed that "these 

sounds are those of the assumed man,’’ not of the Logos 

incarnate. Theodore was quoted as teaching that "the 

deity was separated from him who suffered according to 

the experience of death, for it was not possible for it 

[the deity] to undergo the experience of death." But he 

also asserted that "He [the Son of God] was not sepa¬ 

rated from him [the assumed man] in his crucifixion, nor 

did He leave him at death, but He remained with him 

until He helped him to loose the pains of death." The 

specter of Gnostic and other forms of docetism made it 

imperative for all to affirm the reality of the sufferings of 

Christ and of his agony in the garden; the specter of 

Patripassianism made it impossible to attribute these to 

the divine nature. 

The problem of attributing both the divinity and the 

humanity, both the miracles and the crucifixion, to the 

same subject could have been resolved if the New Testa¬ 

ment itself had been more precise in its language. As in 

other cases, the transmission and translation of the bibli¬ 

cal text introduced a greater precision than the text itself 

had possessed. There were, for instance, two Syriac trans¬ 

lations, perhaps even two Greek texts, of Hebrews 2:9; 

one of them read, "Because he, God, by his grace tasted 

death for every man," while the other read, "Apart from 

God he [Jesus] tasted death." The first preserved the one¬ 

ness of the divine and the human, even in his death; the 

other preserved the divine against the passibility of the 

human, especially in his death. Even those who wanted to 

do the latter had to acknowledge that Scripture, in speak- 

ing of Christ, speaks as of a single person, and gathers 

together into one those things that are different in force 

according to the division of the natures." But this had to 

be explained in such a way that "when we hear Scripture 

saying either that Jesus has been honored or glorified or 

that something has been conferred on him or that he has 

received dominion over all things, we must not under¬ 

stand [this to refer to] God the Logos, but to the man 

who has been assumed." And on the other hand, those 

who were bent upon preserving the unity of the divine 

and human in the one Christ were nevertheless careful to 

specify that, while "the statements and deeds in the Gos¬ 

pels and in the apostolic proclamation" were not to be 

sorted out into those that pertained to the divine and 
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those that pertained to the human, it was essential to ob¬ 

serve that they did not apply "to the naked and not yet 

incarnate" Logos, but only to the incarnate one in the 

concreteness of his total life. 

It was, then, difficult for any one theology of the in¬ 

carnation to encompass in an integrated whole the "innu¬ 

merable teachings supplied everywhere throughout the 

divine Scriptures." Instead, each theology found certain 

passages about Christ congenial to its own central em¬ 

phasis, and certain passages difficult to account for. Since 

it was around the explanation of such passages that so 

much of the doctrinal development moved, an identifica¬ 

tion of the proof text and of the crux of interpretation 

may serve to clarify the alternative positions. For from 

the proof texts came the root metaphors in the light of 

which all other predications were viewed. By examining 

these passages and their metaphors, together with those 

that became problematical, we may identify the two con¬ 

flicting christologies as the doctrine of "the hypostatic 

union" and the doctrine of "the indwelling Logos”-— 

even though each side not only tried to account for all 

biblical passages in its system, but also tried to come to 

terms with the formulas characteristic of its opponents. 

This makes it all the more desirable to classify the doc¬ 

trines on another basis than that of the patriarchal parties, 

Alexandrian and Antiochene, usually arrayed against each 

other in the standard accounts of the controversy. 

The locus classicus or "starting-point" for the theology 

of the hypostatic union was John 1:14: "And the Word 

became flesh.” The connection between Logos and flesh 

was the principal subject for both debate and develop¬ 

ment, but "became" was a problem in its own right. For 

how could the Logos, coequal with the Father in his 

eternal and immutable being, become something else? 

Conflicting as it did with the self-evident axiom of divine 

immutability, such a suggestion was, Cyril asserted, "noth¬ 

ing other than sheer sophistry and trumpery" and "the 

fabrication of a deranged mind." Psalm 94:22 read: 

"The Lord has become my stronghold"; and Psalm 90:1 

(LXX) read: "Lord, thou hast become a refuge to us 

from generation to generation." Did this mean that God 

had ceased to be God and had been transformed into a 

refuge, "changed in his nature into something he had 

not been before?" But he "is unchangeable according to 
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nature, remains completely what he was and ever is.” 

To those who were curious about the meaning of the in¬ 

carnation, John 1:14, when correlated with Philippians 

2:5-8 and Hebrews 1:3, declared that "God from God, 

being by nature the only-begotten Logos of God, the 

radiance of the glory and the express image of the person 

of him who begot him, became man, but was not changed 

into flesh. Therefore Cyril insisted that "becoming 

flesh" was synonymous with "becoming man”; if the op¬ 

posing position was correct, "the incarnation, or to be 

more specific, the humanization of the Logos is done away 

with." John 1:14 required that the various titles attached 

to Jesus Christ should not be sorted out, but on the con¬ 

trary should be brought together "into an indivisible 
unity.” 

So overriding was this concern for an indivisible unity 

in the theology of the hypostatic union that, if need be, 

the symmetry of the relation between the divine and 

the human in Christ could be sacrificed to it. What later 

generations have labeled as the Apollinarian heresy was 

a consistent, if oversimplified, application of this funda¬ 

mental perspective. Athanasius, in his own language 

about the relation between the divine and the human in 

Christ, habitually employed formulas that spoke of the 

Logos also taking up flesh. "He who is the Son of God 

became also the Son of Man,” he wrote; again, "We in¬ 

voke the natural and true Son from God, him who also 

became man.” Quoting John 1:14, Athanasius taught 

that "he bore flesh and became man,” neither affirming 

nor denying but simply ignoring the presence of a human 

soul in the incarnate one. This danger of sacrificing the 

integrity of his humanity to the unity of his person became 

a reality when Apollinaris set forth the position that 

"incarnation, as it must be envisaged in Christ, only comes 

about if divine pneuma [spirit] and earthly sarx [flesh] 

together form a substantial unity in such a way that the 

man in Christ first becomes man through the union of 

these two components. The divine and the human in 

Christ could not be thought of as equal components of 

his incarnate being; rather, the Logos, by uniting himself 

with a body, was still "one nature [^ffi <£iW],” as John 

1:14 also made clear when it called his coming from 

heaven a "tabernacling” and asserted that "the Word 

became flesh,” but did not add "and soul.” Apoll./r.2 (Lietzmann 204) 
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It would, however, be a mistake to regard this denial 

of a soul or a spirit in the incarnate one as a necessary 

corollary of the theology of hypostatic union. Here as 

elsewhere, Syriac theology exhibited the possibility of 

transcending (or of ignoring) the conventional theolog¬ 

ical polarization. It used the same word, kyana, to mean 

either "nature” or "person” and could therefore attribute 

to the incarnate Christ one kyana or "two”; when it spoke 

of two, it referred to the divine and the human, "the 

sublime and the humble,” but when it spoke of the one, 

it referred to the concrete person of Jesus Christ as the 

incarnate Logos. Although his own early writings showed 

an indifference to the question of the integrity of the 

humanity of Christ, Cyril came eventually to a similar 

insistence upon the concrete person of Jesus Christ as the 

proper subject for christological predications. "For my 

part,” he stated in an axiom, "I say that it is appropriate 

neither for the Logos of God apart from the humanity, 

nor for the temple born of the woman not united to the 

Logos, to be called Christ Jesus.” It is clear from the com¬ 

mentary of Cyril on the Gospel of John and from his other 

treatments of Gospel material that, even in the course of 

a theological polemic about the preincarnate Logos, he 

concentrated upon the concrete incarnate one as the object 

of Christian devotion and as the bringer of salvation. 

His true and full deity needed to be defended against 

Arianism, his true and full humanity against Apolli- 

narianism; but it was the one incarnate Logos, truly and 

fully both God and man, who was the Savior. 

At the same time, it was necessary to face up to the 

usage of Scripture, which did not consistently speak of 

him this way. For example, i Timothy 2:5, contradicting 

Cyril’s axiom, referred to "the man Christ Jesus” and 

called him "the one mediator between God and man.” 

Was this a "fitting” way of speaking about him, as 

Theodore maintained, or did the very term "mediator” 

imply, as Theodoret argued, that he "united in himself 

distinct qualities by the unity of natures, that is, of deity 

and of humanity”? The theology of the hypostatic union 

came to terms with such passages as this by noting that in 

myriad sayings of Scripture the properties of the two 

natures were interchanged, so that "the Logos is not 

consumed” but "both are taken together into one.” Or, as 

Cyril had summarized the point earlier in the same 



The Person of the God-Man 250 

Online.unigen. (SC 97:252) 

Cyr.Inc.unigen. (SC 97:292) 

Cyr.Inc. unigen. (SC 97:200) 

Durand (1964) 415 

Matt. 16:13-20; Cyr.Dial. 
Trin.4 (PG 75:865) 

Cyr .Inc .unigen. (SC 97:270) 

Cyr.Inc.unigen. (SC 97:296) 

Cyr .Inc .unigen. (SC 97:232) 

Heb.5:7 

Cyr.Chr.un. (SC 97:436-40) 

Matt.17:5 

Cyr.Inc .unigen. (SC 97:272) 

treatise, ''he is proclaimed by Holy Scripture, sometimes 

as being an entire man, with his deity passed over in 

silence, for the sake of the divine economy, and sometimes 

again as God, with his humanity passed over in silence; 

but he is not treated unjustly by either way of speaking, 

on account of the conjunction of the two [natures] into 

a unity.” In the prophecy of the birth of Christ in Micah 

5:2 (LXX) he was called a Bethlehemite, but the same 

verse also said that his "origin is from eternity.” Where 

a particular passage of Scripture did not observe this 

balance explicitly, it nevertheless intended it. And the 

eternity of which Micah spoke was to be ascribed also to 

the flesh of Christ, that is, "to a flesh united with God 

by nature, and the good things of his own [divine nature] 

he customarily communicates to his own body.” A com¬ 

munication of properties was a characteristic not only of 

biblical language, however, but of the person of the in¬ 

carnate one. 

This communication was demanded by the work of 

Jesus Christ as Savior and by the history of the life, death, 

and resurrection through which he had accomplished that 

work. If the reality and totality of the incarnation were 

denied, "this is the emptying of faith and the undoing of 

the cross, which is the salvation and the life of the uni¬ 

verse.” The writings of Cyril, both exegetical and 

polemical, were filled with references to "the concrete 

scenes of the Gospel,” such as the story of the confronta¬ 

tion between Jesus and Peter at Caesarea Philippi. The 

subject of the words and deeds recorded in the Gospels 

had to be none other than the incarnate Logos. "Who is 

it then who both underwent death and was raised in glory 

and is from Nazareth, except Jesus Christ, that is, he 

who was ineffably born of the Father before all ages . . . 

and bodily of a woman?” Reviewing the life of Jesus, his 

temptation and hunger, his suffering and death, Cyril 

insisted that all these had to be attributed to the one 

incarnate Logos, who used his flesh as an instrument for 

his miracles and for his sufferings. The "prayers and 

supplications, with loud cries and tears” of Christ in his 

temptation were ascribed to "the natural and true Son, 

possessing the glories of the deity,” who had humbled 

himself to save those who were tempted. The voice from 

the cloud identified the one incarnate Logos, divine and 

human, as "my beloved Son.” And so through all the 
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various concrete scenes of the life of Jesus, the theology 

of the hypostatic union found substantiation for its in¬ 

sistence upon the one Lord Jesus Christ as the subject. 

Yet this insistence contradicted some of those concrete 

scenes, notably those that attributed growth and develop¬ 

ment to Jesus. If John 1:14 was the proof text for this 

theology of the hypostatic union, its crux of interpreta¬ 

tion was Luke 2:52: "And Jesus increased.” Taunting his 

opponents with this passage, Nestorius asserted: ''He is 

brought to perfection who increases little by little, about 

whom Luke also exclaims in the Gospels: 'Jesus increased 

in stature and in wisdom and in grace.’ ” Cyril responded 

to such challenges with the suggestion that the Logos 

could have brought his body to perfection immediately 

and that he could easily have endowed it with wisdom 

immediately. But this would have been "a monstrous affair 

and a violation of the words of the economy [of salva¬ 

tion].” Therefore the incarnate Logos, who in his 

divinity could not increase or change, took our nature 

upon himself to such an extent that he did increase. If 

Cyril’s opponents were even more concerned to safeguard 

the absoluteness and immutability of the divine nature 

than he was, his embarrassment at the "increasing” of 

Christ was understandable. The theology of the hypostatic 

union could do justice to the predominant tendency of the 

Bible, which was to speak quite indiscriminately of the 

divine or the human in Christ while retaining the same 

subject; it could not do justice to those passages in which 

this tendency was replaced by language about the growth 

of Jesus. Or, to put it in the terminology of its proof text, 

this theology ran the danger of changing the incarnation 

into a theophany by reading John 1:14 as follows: "And 

the Word became flesh . . . and we beheld his glory.” 

The missing words, "and dwelt among us,” made even 

John 1:14 amenable to interpretation in quite other terms, 

as part of the theology of the indwelling Logos. Then 

the incarnation taught in that passage could be para¬ 

phrased to mean: "This one we understand to be one 

Lord who is of the divine nature of God the Father, who 

for our salvation put on a man in whom he dwelt and 

through whom he appeared and became known to man¬ 

kind.” The theology of the indwelling Logos may be de¬ 

fined as an interpretation of the relation between the 

divine and the human in Jesus Christ that sought to pre- 
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serve the distinction between them by describing their 

union as the indwelling of the Logos in a man whom he 

had assumed. This theology could not only quote John 

1:14, but even speak of a "personal union’’ of godhead 

and manhood in Christ—"personal" because it was 

neither a union according to ousia, as was the union in 

the Trinity, nor a union according to nature, as was the 

union of soul and body. Either of these definitions of 

union would obliterate the distinction between the divine 

and the human, produce a monstrosity, and make salva¬ 

tion through Christ impossible. It was, rather, a third kind 

of union, according to person r7rpdcr(07rov], which was 

the "convenient non-technical and non-metaphysical ex¬ 

pression to describe the permanent and objective forms 

or Persons in which the godhead is presented alike to 

human vision and to the divine self-consciousness.” The 

divine and the human in Christ, according to Nestorius, 

coincided in their appearance and so were one. Yet "ap¬ 

pearance" was not synonymous with "illusion,” for 

there was a genuine indwelling of the divine Logos 

in the man Jesus, and in this sense a genuine incarnation. 

The proof text for this theology of the incarnation was 

John 2:19: "Jesus answered them, 'Destroy this temple, 

and in three days I will raise it up.’ ” Quoting these words 

of Christ about his body, Nestorius asked: "Am I, then, 

the only one who calls Christ 'double’ ? Does he not desig¬ 

nate himself both as a temple that can be destroyed and as 

a God that raises up? If, however, it was God who was 

destroyed . . . the Lord would have said: 'Destroy this 

God, and in three days he will be raised up.’ ” The rela¬ 

tion between the Logos as active and the humanity as 

passive, set forth in John 2:19, served in turn as a key to 

those passages which seemed to predicate both divine 

glory and human passibility of the same divine-human 

subject. It was evident that "obedient unto death, even 

death on a cross” could be applied only to the man, as 

John 2:19 proved. And so "the temple created by the 

Holy Spirit is one, and the God who hallows the temple 

is another." The words of Christ referred to the temple of 

his body in the third person and to the Logos in the first 

person; "he called the man who was assumed his temple 

while showing that he himself was dwelling in that tem¬ 

ple, and through his dwelling he clearly showed us his 

power when he delivered it [his dwelling] to the destruc- 
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tion of death, according to his desire, and then raised it 

by the greatness of his might/’ Supplementing the testi¬ 

mony of John 2:19 was that of such a passage as Colos- 

sians 2:9: "In him [the man who was assumed] the 

whole fullness of deity dwells bodily." 

From this proof text came the metaphor of indwelling, 

which "goes on to become the distinguishing mark" of 

this christology. In a treatise on the incarnation, of which 

only fragments have been preserved, Theodore sought to 

define the precise nature of this indwelling by distinguish¬ 

ing it from other forms of the divine presence in a crea¬ 

ture. It was different from the general omnipresence of 

God, which was according to his "essence and operation,” 

while the incarnation was an indwelling according to his 

"good pleasure." Yet such an indwelling according to his 

good pleasure could also be predicated of his presence in 

the church, but the difference was that the latter was de¬ 

pendent on the former; only in Jesus did the divine "dwell 

totally, equipping him by assigning to him all the honor 

in which the indwelling Son shared by nature." Did this 

doctrine mean, as its critics charged, that since the Logos 

"dwells in us ourselves," not only in Jesus, the Logos had 

not become flesh, but only a "dweller in man” or an "in¬ 

habitant of man" ? Nestorius, like Theodore, insisted that 

the doctrine did not mean this, but that indwelling had a 

unique sense when it was applied to the incarnation of the 

Logos. For "if we speak of indwelling with regard to 

Christ or of the temple of the Godhead and the descent 

of the grace of the Holy Spirit [upon him], we do not 

mean the same kind of indwelling as came upon the 

prophets, nor the same as is celebrated in the apostles, nor 

even the same as there is in the angels, who [by the 

Spirit] are strengthened for the service of God. For Christ 

is the Sovereign, even according to the flesh the Lord of 

all." In this way the proponents of the theology of the 

indwelling Logos sought to disengage their position from 

the earlier christological heresies, such as adoptionism, 

with which it was so easy to identify it. 

Clearer than its pedigree is the religious intent of the 

doctrine of the indwelling Logos: to take seriously the 

fact of moral development in the man Christ Jesus and 

thus to guarantee his status as simultaneously Redeemer 

and example. Therefore "the main thing is that the Logos 

in the form of a servant brought into existence a sinless 
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man; hence the stress is laid on the moral and religious 

development of Jesus.” When the Gospels described the 

baptism of Christ, for example, this was "symbolically 

drawn to the pattern of ours.” If the New Testament had 

referred only to the deity or only to the humanity of 

Christ in its description of his suffering and obedience, it 

would have failed to make its point; only by involving 

both could it "draw from both what was appropriate for 

the purpose of exhortation.” It was as man that Christ 

fulfilled the law "for us” as men. Such a phrase in the 

sayings of Christ as "my God and your God,” while dif¬ 

ficult for the proponents of the theology of the hypostatic 

union to explain, suited this theology very well; for it 

showed that the man who had been assumed by the Logos 

could, as man, call God his Father and his God and that 

therefore the believer, as man, could do likewise. The 

form of biblical exhortation required, then, that "although 

Christ had the divine nature in himself, still with great 

humility he wanted to suffer everything for our salvation. 

Therefore he says that this is 'worthy of the calling,’ in 

the sense that, imitating the humility of Christ, they mu¬ 

tually sustain one another.” This perfect obedience and 

innocence of the man who had been assumed by the Logos 

achieved the salvation of men. 

Hence the human and the divine had to be united 

closely enough to achieve the salvation, but not so closely 

as to render it irrelevant to man as man—or to involve 

the divine in the suffering of the cross. In Theodore’s 

formula, "the Godhead was separated from the one who 

was suffering in the trial of death, because it was impos¬ 

sible for him to taste the trial of death if [the Godhead] 

were not cautiously remote from him, but also near 

enough to do the needful and necessary things for the 

[human] nature that was assumed by it.” Wherever there 

was a reference to the cross and death of Christ or to his 

"blood” as the instrument of salvation, this meant the 

man who had been assumed by the Logos, not the indwell¬ 

ing Logos himself, who was, as God, impassible. Con¬ 

versely, when the one who was assumed was called "Son 

[of God],” this was "because of the close union that he 

had with the One who assumed him.” And therefore it 

was necessary to note that in many passages of the New 

Testament there was a distinct transition from the one 

way of speaking to the other. In Colossians 1:15-18 the 
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apostle moved back and forth from the One in whom all 

things were created, the Logos, to the one who was "the 

firstborn of the dead,’’ the assumed man, all the while 

speaking of him "as of one.’’ At the same time, however, 

the apostle made clear that "in him [the man who had 

been assumed} all the fullness of God was pleased to 

dwell.’’ It was not surprising that the New Testament 

formulated its predications this way, for this was its com¬ 

mon practice in the Gospels and in the Epistles. On the 

other hand, it was no less necessary to note that certain 

predications could not be applied to the man in whom 

the Logos dwelt, but only to the eternal Logos himself. 

While the phrase of the creed, "and he ascended into 

heaven,’’ meant that the man who had been assumed had 

become a partaker of the grace of the Logos and that 

therefore believers could also become so, the phrase "and 

he shall come again with glory’’ could only be referred to 

the Logos, since the Logos had come to dwell in the man 

who had been assumed, but the man had not "come’’ from 

heaven but had been born on earth, and therefore could 

not come "again.” 

Some passages, however, were difficult to explain away 

by any such principle of double predication. Judging from 

the frequency of their attempts to deal with it, one such 

crux of interpretation for the proponents of the theology 

of the indwelling Logos was i Corinthians 2:8: "they . . . 

crucified the Lord of glory,” not merely the man in whom 

the Lord of glory dwelt. Eustathius was typical in assert¬ 

ing that since it was impossible to attribute suffering to 

the deity, Paul must have been referring to the man as¬ 

sumed by the Logos. Another crux was Hebrews 13:8: 

"Jesus Christ is the same yesterday and today and for¬ 

ever”; for the subject of this passage was "Jesus Christ,” 

not merely Christ or the Logos, and yet eternity and iden¬ 

tity, which were appropriate only to the Logos, were 

predicated also of the man in whom the Logos dwelt. 

Therefore the passage was often quoted against this 

theology. A special place was occupied by Philippians 

2:6-11; for although it has been maintained that "the 

idea of Nestorius is most easily understood by us, if we 

look at” this passage, it seems in many ways to have been 

both a proof text and a crux of interpretation for the the¬ 

ology of the indwelling Logos: a proof text because it 

spoke of that which was "given” to the man who had 

Loots (1914) 82-83 
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been assumed, and because it made his earthly life and 

obedience the subject for an exhortation to imitate him; 

a crux of interpretation because in it, as in other passages, 

the apostle "speaks as though of one person and combines 

into one those things that by the division of natures are 

different in force." Because it did not easily suit the ex¬ 

tremes of either of these alternative theologies, Philip- 

pians 2:6-11 was well suited to the needs of a position 

that sought to transcend both extremes. 

The Dogma of the Tivo Natures in Christ 

The dogmatic future belonged to a theology of preexis¬ 

tence, kenosis, and exaltation, which, on the basis of such 

passages as Philippians 2:6-11, was in a position to af¬ 

firm a hypostatic union of the divine and the human in 

Christ as well as a permanent distinction between the 

divine and the human also after the incarnation. The 

term "kenosis" is taken from the phrase "emptied him¬ 

self" in that passage. As the theology of the hypostatic 

union was chiefly identified with Alexandria and the 

theology of the indwelling Logos with Antioch, so this 

theology was associated with the thought of the Latin 

West. It found its most characteristic spokesman in Hil¬ 

ary, its most creative interpreter in Augustine, its most 

influential advocate in Leo, its most authoritative formu¬ 

lation in the decree of Chalcedon. Yet it was no more 

exclusively regional in its origin than either of the others. 

From the point of view of the others, especially of the 

theology of the hypostatic union, it achieved its concep¬ 

tual clarity and its evangelical simplicity by ignoring the 

deeper issues of biblical exegesis as well as of christo- 

logical speculation; but this very quality was its strength 

as a compromise formula uniting the partisans of oppos¬ 

ing theories and as a basis for continuing development. 

As the title "preexistence, kenosis, and exaltation" in¬ 

dicates, this christology took its departure not only from 

the relation between "natures," but also from the relation 

between "states"; not only from the being of Christ 

as God and man, but from his history as well. Identi¬ 

fying three states in the history of the person of Christ, 

Hilary spoke of his being only divine before the incarna¬ 

tion (ante hominem Deus), both divine and human dur¬ 

ing his kenosis (homo et Deus), and still completely man 

and completely God in his exaltation (post hominem et 
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Deum totus homo totus Deus). These states needed to 

be clearly distinguished. For "it is one thing, that he was 

God before he was man, another that he was man and 

God, and another, that after being man and God, he was 

perfect man and perfect God. Do not then confuse the 

times and natures in the mystery of the dispensation, for 

according to the attributes of his different natures, he 

must speak of himself in relation to the mystery of his 

humanity, in one way before his birth, in another while 

he was yet to die, and in another as eternal." The theology 

of the indwelling Logos manifested the tendency (or dan¬ 

ger) of equating "times" and "natures" by insisting that 

kenosis and exaltation applied only to the man who had 

been assumed by the Logos; the theology of the hypo¬ 

static union threatened to lose sight of the times alto¬ 

gether, and perhaps, by its preoccupation with the onto¬ 

logical questions raised by the union between the two 

natures, even to construct the monstrosity of a preexistent 

human nature. But this was a theology in which both 

times and natures belonged to "the mystery of the dispen¬ 

sation" and both had to receive their due. The relation 

between the two natures could not be specified without 

attention to the three times. Biblical predications were to 

be sorted out not only, as the theology of the indwelling 

Logos emphasized, on the basis of the distinction between 

the two natures, but also on the basis of the history of the 

one person, Jesus Christ, in his preexistence, kenosis, and 

exaltation. 

By attempting to have it both ways, this theology linked 

"a static doctrine of two natures with a dynamic soteri- 

ology.” Its underlying soteriology required that Christ as 

Savior be both divine and human, so that he could effect 

the exchange between himself and the sinner by which he 

assumed the sins of the world and the sinner became holy. 

The kenosis of Christ established a new covenant between 

God and man. By his humiliation he taught men humility, 

so that they could be exalted with him. "We were raised 

because he was lowered; shame to him was glory to us. 

He, being God, made flesh his residence, and we in return 

are lifted anew from the flesh to God.’’ The cross of 

Christ was the mystery of salvation by which the power 

of God achieved its redemptive purpose, as well as an ex¬ 

ample by which men were aroused to humility. "By a 

wonderful exchange he entered into a bargain of salva- 
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tion, taking upon himself what was ours and granting us 

what was his.” Most metaphors of the atonement that 

were transmitted by the tradition appeared in this theol¬ 

ogy as well, often in combination, as in Augustine’s words 

about his mother: "She knew that [at the altar} the holy 

sacrifice was dispensed by which the handwriting that was 

against us is blotted out; and that enemy vanquished who, 

when he summed up our offenses and searched for some¬ 

thing to bring against us, could find nothing in Him, in 

whom we conquer.” In such statements as this, the rela¬ 

tion between the imitation of the humility of Christ, the 

sacrifice of the blood of Christ, the victory of Christ over 

the enemies of mankind, the ransom paid either to God 

or to the devil, and various other ways of describing the 

achievement of salvation was not worked out very pre¬ 

cisely. What was clear, however, was that each was taken 

to require a christology of preexistence, kenosis, and ex¬ 

altation, a christology of two natures in one person. 

Drawing upon this tradition, Leo concluded that the 

kenosis or "emptying” of Philippians 2:7 had to be in¬ 

terpreted as "the bending down of compassion, not the 

failing of power.” Therefore, "while the distinctness of 

both natures and substances is preserved, and both meet 

in one person, lowliness is assumed by majesty, weakness 

by power, mortality by eternity.” A passible humanity 

was joined to an impassible divinity, so that Christ would 

"from one element be capable of dying, and from the 

other be incapable.” This was the meaning of the stories 

in the Gospels, all of which, both the evidences of kenosis 

and the proofs of continuing divine power, had to be ac¬ 

counted for in a christological doctrine: both the lowli¬ 

ness of the swaddling clothes and the glory of the angels’ 

song; both the vulnerability to Herod and the adoration 

of the Magi; both "being pierced with nails and opening 

the gates of Paradise to the faith of tho thief” on the cross. 

And so "the rhythm of his language swings to and fro 

like a pendulum, from the divine side to the human side, 

from the transcendence of God to the immanence of our 

earthly history. The latter should be noted. Despite all 

his predilection for a static treatment of the nature of 

Christ, corresponding to the doctrine of the two natures, 

Leo again and again shows his love for a salvation-histor¬ 

ical approach.” He dealt both with "times” and with "na¬ 

tures” in his exposition of the mystery of the dispensa¬ 

tion. 
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When this christology of preexistence, kenosis, and 

exaltation was addressed to the conflict over the relation 

between the two natures, it manifested certain affinities 

with the theology of the hypostatic union. It seemed to 

have even more affinities with the theology of the indwell¬ 

ing Logos; this was partly because Leo intervened in the 

conflict to condemn wffiat he understood to be the Eutych- 

ian extreme of the doctrine of hypostatic union. Re¬ 

moved from the arena of that controversy, the actual 

doctrinal relation between the theology of the hypostatic 

union, the theology of the indwelling Logos, and the the¬ 

ology of preexistence, kenosis, and exaltation may per¬ 

haps be seen more clearly. The congeniality of the third 

position with the second was evident. Both were intent 

on preserving "the distinctness of both natures" and sub¬ 

stances and on protecting the unchangeable divine nature 

from contamination by the vicissitudes that befell the 

human nature. Therefore "each 'form’ does the acts which 

are appropriate to it, in communion with the other, the 

Logos, that is, performing what is appropriate to it, and 

the flesh carrying out what is appropriate to the flesh.’’ It 

is understandable that the advocates of the theology of 

the indwelling Logos saw this position as a vindication of 

their own. Yet when its polemically conditioned over¬ 

tones have been subtracted from it, this theology is seen 

to have manifested a concern for the oneness of Jesus 

Christ in his person and saving acts that sets it apart from 

the theology of the indwelling Logos no less than its 

stress upon the distinctness of the natures sets it apart 

from the theology of the hypostatic union. For it was 

none other than the Lord of glory who had been crucified, 

as 1 Corinthians 2:8 asserted. And by virtue of the rela¬ 

tion between divine and human in him, it did not matter 

"according to which substance Christ is spoken of.” 

Therefore Mary was Theotokos, for she was the mother 

of the one Christ who was both God and man. 

Nevertheless, this position above the battle was 

achieved at the cost of ignoring many of the most serious 

issues. Despite such occasional formulations as the asser¬ 

tion that believers were, through union with the incar¬ 

nate Lord, made to be like him and thus deified, the yearn¬ 

ing for the transformation of the finite, passible human 

nature into an eternal, impassible, and divine nature was 

foreign to the thought, if not always to the language, of 

the theory we have been describing. On the other hand, 
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its readiness to speak of the trials and temptations of 

Jesus—Matthew 4:1-11 was the Gospel lesson for the 

first Sunday in Lent—must not be taken to mean that the 

moral struggles and growth of the Lord could have issued 

in anything but a foregone conclusion; for Christ permit¬ 

ted himself to be tempted, not for his own sake, but so 

that he might support men in their temptations not only 

by his aid but also by his example. Neither the metaphysi¬ 

cal profundity of the one alternative nor the moral ear¬ 

nestness of the other was decisive for this theology, al¬ 

though it was in many ways more moral than metaphysical 

in its own orientation. But in the dynamics of the polemi¬ 

cal situation it was this christology of preexistence, keno- 

sis, and exaltation that provided the vocabulary for a solu¬ 

tion that was almost automatically declared to be orthodox 

even though it was almost immediately acknowledged to 

be inadequate. 

The encounter between the theology of the hypostatic 

union and the theology of the indwelling Logos took 

place in the arena of the Council of Ephesus in 431. In¬ 

stead of coining a new dogmatic formula in response to 

the conflict between christological systems, Ephesus re¬ 

affirmed the authority of the confession of the Council of 

Nicea—as a christological, not only as a trinitarian, for¬ 

mula. This was not simply archaism or evasion (although 

neither of these factors was altogether absent), but the 

recognition that the Nicene Creed did answer the funda¬ 

mental issue at stake between the alternative theologies 

of the incarnation. For it did not sort out either his at¬ 

tributes or his deeds on the basis of the distinction be¬ 

tween the two natures, but simply declared a faith "in one 

Lord Jesus Christ" and then proceeded to predicate of 

that one Lord both that he was homoousios with the 

Father and that he "suffered” in the crucifixion. It is not 

clear that the Nicene formula, which had been directed 

to the question of the relation between the divine in 

Christ and the divine in the Father, was intended as a 

statement of the relation between the divine in Christ 

and the human in Christ, but Ephesus declared "that 

no one is permitted to bring forward, or to write, 

or to compose a different creed besides that which was 

set down by the holy fathers who were gathered together 

with the Holy Spirit at Nicea.” The phrase "different 

creed” would seem to refer to content rather than to 
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form, although this canon has sometimes been taken to 

mean that it was unlawful to compose any additional 

creeds or to add to the creed of Nicea. 

The reaffirmation of the Nicene Creed at Ephesus was, 

however, arranged to constitute a vindication of Cyril’s 

theology of the hypostatic union and a condemnation of 

Nestorius’s theology of the indwelling Logos. After the 

reading of the Nicene Creed, the second and most im¬ 

portant of Cyril’s letters against Nestorius was read to 

the fathers, who affirmed one after another that Cyril’s 

letter was "orthodox and without fault’’ and accorded 

with the faith of the 318 fathers of Nicea; when Nes¬ 

torius’s response to that letter was read, on the other 

hand, it was decided that this diverged from the creed and 

was therefore to be condemned as "wholly alien from the 

apostolic and evangelical faith, sick with many and 

strange blasphemies.’’ In intent if not in all details, the 

fathers joined themselves to the position that "the Logos 

from God the Father was united to the flesh in a hypo¬ 

static way \_KaO Wootcutiv], and that with his own flesh 

he is the one Christ, the same one simultaneously God 

and man.’’ It was wrong to assign some of the statements 

of Christ about himself, or those of the saints about him, 

to one or the other hypostasis rather than to the single 

Christ. It was the Logos himself who "suffered in the 

flesh and was crucified in the flesh and tasted death in 

the flesh’’; indeed, "as God he is both life and the life- 

giving one,’’ and yet this same Christ had become through 

the resurrection "the firstborn from the dead.’’ The coun¬ 

cil approved the second letter of Cyril, with its formula 

of a hypostatic union; "but we should surely not look for 

a philosophical definition in this expression, [which] 

... is merely meant to express the reality of the union in 

Christ in contrast to a purely moral and accidental inter¬ 

pretation which the Synod presumed to be the teaching 

of the other side.’’ At one point the legislation of Ephesus 

did establish precision in terminology: assembled in the 

great double church of St. Mary at Ephesus, the synod 

proclaimed Mary Theotokos. 

That was anything but the end of the christological con¬ 

troversy. As soon became clear, the Ephesian resolution 

of the conflict was not acceptable to anyone and had 

itself to be resolved in one or another direction. The nar¬ 

rative of the two decades after Ephesus in many ways 
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belongs more to the history of imperial or ecclesiastical 

politics than to the history of the Christian message; 

nevertheless, the inner dynamics of the doctrine of the 

person of Christ continued to be at work, and it is to this 

that we must give attention here. After 431 there were 

several directions in which the doctrine could develop, 

each of which had its fierce partisans and its political op¬ 

portunity, but also its own logical validity within the evo¬ 

lution of christological doctrine. The theology of the in¬ 

dwelling Logos, at least as represented by Nestorius, had 

been condemned at Ephesus, not quite without a hearing 

but certainly without an understanding of its primary in¬ 

tent; and some appeal to a higher court, or perhaps to 

another session of the same court, seemed to be called 

for. Eastern delegates to the council of 431, led by John 

of Antioch, accused the council of "Apollinarian, Arian, 

and Eunomian heresies” and demanded that those who 

had approved Cyril’s theology "accept anew the Nicene 

faith without foreign additions [and] anathematize the 

heretical propositions of Cyril.” Even if the Nestorian 

cause itself could no longer be defended as a theological 

position, the distinction between the two natures, as a 

widely held theological teaching, seemed to be threat¬ 

ened by the blanket approval of Cyril. 

On the other hand, the theology of the hypostatic union 

had certainly been vindicated when its designation of 

"one and the same Christ” as the subject of all christo¬ 

logical predicates, including deity and crucifixion, had 

been acknowledged as identical with the creed of Nicea. 

Yet nothing had become more obvious from the christo¬ 

logical controversies during the century after Nicea than 

the inadequacy of the Nicene—or, for that matter, of the 

Athanasian—conceptual structure for any serious atten¬ 

tion to the problem of the divine and the human in Christ. 

The vindication at Ephesus would be hollow unless it 

were accompanied, or at any rate followed, by a far more 

elaborate statement of how the person of the God-man 

was unqualifiedly one after the incarnation. But there ap¬ 

peared to be inherent in this theology of the hypostatic 

union a tendency to achieve any statement of this sort by 

affirming, with Eutyches: "I confess that before the union 

our Lord had two natures, but after the union I confess 

one single nature.” And therefore a synod of 449, con- 
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trolled by this position, could declare: "Whoever teaches 

two natures, let him be anathema." Could the hypostatic 

union be salvaged without going to this extreme? 

Both precedent and prudence seemed to call for some 

sort of compromise, and despite the polarization of dog¬ 

matic positions there were adherents of each position who 

recognized this. The spokesmen for the theology of pre¬ 

existence, kenosis, and exaltation, having excommuni¬ 

cated Nestorius at a Roman synod in 432, approved the 

action of the synod at Ephesus; but various papal docu¬ 

ments—including even the rescript of Pope Celestine, 

who had commissioned Cyril to carry out the excommuni¬ 

cation and deposition of Nestorius—made it clear that 

there was still hope of asserting an "apostolic" solution 

that would reconcile, if not the extremists, then at least 

the main body of believers and theologians. Theodoret, 

who in many ways assumed the mantle of Nestorius as 

the defender of the theology of the indwelling Logos, 

found it possible to formulate a compromise document in 

which it was affirmed that "a union of two natures has 

taken place, and therefore we confess one Christ, one Son, 

one Lord” and that consequently "in accordance with this 

concept of the union without confusion we confess that 

the Holy Virgin is Theotokos." In some way, Cyril found 

it possible to sign this document, to the chagrin of many 

of his partisans. Yet neither in theological finesse nor in 

political timing did this confession succeed in providing 

the right formula for the right time. That was done by 

the principal interpreter of the theology of preexistence, 

kenosis, and exaltation, Pope Leo, in his Tome to Flavian, 

which, with judicious additions from other theological 

traditions, came to serve as the formula of reconciliation 

for most, though by no means all, of the parties at Chal- 

cedon in 451. The text of the Chalcedonian formula— 

fundamental ever since to the christological development 

of all of the Latin West, much of the Greek East, and 

some of the Syriac East—read: 

"Following therefore the holy fathers, we confess one 

and the same our Lord Jesus Christ, and we all teach har¬ 

moniously [that he is] the same perfect in godhead, the 

same perfect in manhood, truly God and truly man, the 

same of a reasonable soul and body; homoousios with the 

Father in godhead, and the same homoousios with us in 
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manhood, like us in all things except sin; begotten before 

ages of the Father in godhead; the same in the last days 

for us and for our salvation [born] of Mary the Virgin 

Theotokos in manhood, one and the same Christ, Son, 

Lord, unique; acknowledged in two natures without con¬ 

fusion, without change, without division, without sepa¬ 

ration [ej/ 8iio (f>vaecnv dairyVrrtos, arpeVrco?, dSiaiperoos, 

axtopiarco?]—the difference of the natures being by no 

means taken away because of the union, but rather the dis¬ 

tinctive character of each nature being preserved, and 

[each] combining in one person and hypostasis—not di¬ 

vided or separated into two persons, but one and the same 

Son and only-begotten God, Logos, Lord Jesus Christ; as 

the prophets of old and the Lord Jesus Christ himself 

taught us about him, and the symbol of the fathers has 

handed down to us.” 

The genealogy of this decree makes clear that "the 

formula is not an original and new creation, but like a 

mosaic, was assembled almost entirely from stones that 

were already available.” Specifically, its sources were the 

so-called Second Letter of Cyril to Nestorius, the Letter 

of Cyril to the Antiochenes together with the union for¬ 

mula of 433, and the Lome of Leo; the phrase "not di¬ 

vided or separated into two persons” appears to have come 

from Theodoret. Even though it may be statistically accu¬ 

rate to say that "the majority of the quotations come from 

the letters of St. Cyril,” the contributions of Leo’s Lome 

were the decisive ones, in the polemic against what were 

understood to be the extreme forms of the alternative the¬ 

ologies of the incarnation as well as in the reduction of the 

problem to the positive affirmations on which general, 

though by no means universal, agreement could be 

achieved. The formula, like the Lome, condemned any 

notion of hypostatic union that would jeopardize "the dif¬ 

ferences of the natures” or would violate the rule that the 

union was accomplished "without confusion.” At the 

same time it insisted that Christ not be "divided or 

separated into two persons,” setting itself apart from any 

theology of the indwelling Logos that would make the 

Logos one person and the man assumed by him another 

person. 

It is, of course, quite another question whether these 

interpretations of the christological alternatives repre¬ 

sented a fair and accurate reading of the various theolo- 
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gies. The insistence that Christ not be divided or sepa¬ 

rated into two persons did not really strike the center of 

its intended target, which was the need to affirm that the 

birth, suffering, and death of Christ were real, and simul¬ 

taneously to protect the Godhead from compromise by 

them. To say that the difference of the natures was not 

taken away by the union could mean that the activities 

and properties appropriate to each nature were to be 

predicated ontologically only of that nature, even though 

verbally it might be permissible to predicate them of "one 

and the same Christ.’’ "Without confusion’ could like¬ 

wise be interpreted in support of the thesis that, since the 

incarnation no less than before it, the human was the hu¬ 

man and the divine was the divine. Even more explicitly, 

"without change,’’ which applied to the human nature 

since it was taken for granted by both sides that the divine 

nature was unchangeable, could be read as an attack on 

the notion that because the salvation of man consisted in 

the transformation of his human nature into a divine one, 

the human nature of Christ had begun the process of sal¬ 

vation by its union with the divine nature. Although the 

Chalcedonian formula did not in fact say any of these 

things unequivocally, it did seem to allow room for them; 

hence it could even be, and indeed was, taken as a vindi¬ 

cation of the Nestorian position. 

If anything, the relation of the formula to the other al¬ 

ternative was even less clear and certainly less reassuring 

in the long run. It was undeniable that the formula taught 

a hypostatic union of sorts: "combining in one person and 

hypostasis.’’ It also referred to the Virgin as Theotokos 

and required that, though there be two natures, they be 

acknowledged as "without division, without separation.’’ 

For the theology of the hypostatic union, this was a good 

beginning, but no more than a beginning. The really diffi¬ 

cult problems were either ignored or disposed of by equi¬ 

vocation. It was not clear, for example, who the subject 

of suffering and crucifixion was, for these events in the 

history of salvation were not so much as mentioned. Pre¬ 

sumably, the references to "one and the same’’ near the 

beginning and near the end would indicate that he, in the 

concreteness of his total person both divine and human, 

was the subject, but this was not specified. Conversely, all 

the warnings against any confusion of the two natures left 

the proponents of the hypostatic union unsatisfied on their 
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fundamental soteriological point: that the ultimate deifi¬ 

cation of man had its inception in the union of the human¬ 

ity of Christ with his divinity in an intimate and insepara¬ 

ble wholeness of person. And perhaps the most crucial 

problem of all, evident in almost any creedal statement 

but especially obvious in this one, was the hermeneutical 

one. The creed opened with the claim that it was "follow¬ 

ing the holy fathers’’ and concluded with specific refer¬ 

ences not only to the prophets of the Old Testament and 

to the teachings of Jesus in the New Testament, but also 

to the authority of "the symbol of the fathers." In the 

light of the deliberations at Ephesus and the issues in the 

controversy, this almost certainly referred to the creed of 

Nicea. But everyone laid claim to that authority; and, de¬ 

pending on which of the "holy fathers” one cited, Nicea, 

and now Chalcedon, could be interpreted in any of sev¬ 

eral ways. 

It was, then, an agreement to disagree. But it was more 

than this: it was basically a statement of the theology of 

preexistence, kenosis, and exaltation, formulated in such 

a way as to transcend the speculative alternatives by going 

beyond (or beneath) them to the truth of the Gospels— 

pure, clear, and simple. But the truth, even the truth of 

the Gospels, is never pure and clear, and rarely simple. 

The Chalcedonian christology set the terms for the the¬ 

ology and devotion of the Latin church at least until the 

Reformation, and even then the various contending doc¬ 

trines of the person of Christ vied with one another in 

their protestations of loyalty to Chalcedon. But in the 

Greek and Syriac portions of the church, the ambiguity 

of this christology made it considerably less successful. 

Whether it was regarded as evasive or only as naive, it 

settled very little in the East, providing the terms for sub¬ 

sequent controversies rather than the solution for past 

ones and in the process alienating large segments of 

Christendom which, even after a millennium and a half, 

are still not reconciled either to the Council of Chalcedon 

or to the churches that accept it. 

The Continuing Debate 

Even more than the christological controversies before 

Chalcedon the continuing debate after Chalcedon was 

shaped by nontheological factors, ranging from mob rule 

and athletic rivalry to military promotions and the domes- 
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tic intrigues of the imperial household. The patriarch of 

Alexandria, Proterius, was lynched during Holy Week 

457 for his christological position; conflicting views of 

Chalcedon were reflected in the competition between the 

Blues and the Greens in the circus of Constantinople; an 

imperial edict of 7 February 452 threatened to strip of his 

rank any army officer who opposed the orthodox dogma 

promulgated the previous year; and the empress Theo¬ 

dora, hailed by the Monophysites as "a Christ-loving 

woman,” connived to change the dogmatic policies of her 

husband. 

Nevertheless, the religious, liturgical, and dogmatic 

import of the debate must not be minimized because of 

any of this. For the post-Chalcedonian conflicts made it 

clear that as the settlement of the dogma of the Trinity at 

Nicea and Constantinople had reopened the christological 

question, so the settlement of the dogma of the two na¬ 

tures in Christ at Ephesus and Chalcedon reopened the 

trinitarian question, as well as the other fundamental pre¬ 

supposition of christological doctrine, the question of 

soteriology. The controversy had come full circle. The 

vehemence of the opposition to Chalcedon and the promi¬ 

nence of these two presuppositions in the controversy 

were expressed in a passionate denunciation by an Egyp¬ 

tian monk in the sixth century: "Anathema to the un¬ 

clean Synod of Chalcedon! Anathema to everyone who 

agrees with it! Anathema to everyone who denies the re¬ 

demptive suffering of Christ! ... As for us, to our dying 

breath we believe in the Father, the Son, and the Holy 

Spirit, the coequal Trinity which is also a single God¬ 

head.” From many theologians and parties who agreed on 

little else came this recognition of the centrality of the 

dogma of the Trinity and of the doctrine of salvation to 

further christological development. 

The Nestorian party, condemned at Ephesus in 431, 

continued to claim that it, not the decision of 431 identi¬ 

fying the christology of Cyril with that of Nicea, repre¬ 

sented the legitimate tradition of "the holy fathers, 318 

in number, who gathered in Nicea, and the 150 who met 

in Byzantium,” that is, the councils of Nicea in 323 and 

of Constantinople in 381. This it could do by setting forth 

an interpretation of the person of Christ which safe¬ 

guarded the place of the Logos within the Trinity by 

erecting every possible buffer between him and the suffer- 
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ings of the crucified. "If God the Logos suffered in his 

flesh ... he has completely lost his impassibility, and his 

homoousia with the Father and the Holy Spirit, and [his] 

eternal nature, which is in the one ousia." To use such ex¬ 

pressions as "one of the Trinity suffered in the flesh’’ 

meant either that the Father and the Holy Spirit also suf¬ 

fered or that the Logos was separated from them; either 

of these conclusions was heretical. Over against Arians 

past and present, this theology of the indwelling Logos 

declared: "In your ungodly defense of the hypostatic 

union you deny the assumption [of the man by the Logos! 

. . . and by your hypostatic and composite union you make 

the divinity suffer ... so that God is not God and man 

is not man. You are alienated from the whole tradition 

of the church and anathematized by all under heaven who 

are orthodox." Christology, then, was determined by the 

dogma of the Trinity and was not to be developed in its 

own terms except as this trinitarian framework allowed. 

For example, the christological creed adopted by the East 

Syrian "Nestorian" synod of Seleucia-Ctesiphon near the 

end of the sixth century declared that the Logos "became 

flesh without changing. ... He assumed without adding, 

because in his being and in his assuming his ousia re¬ 

mained free of change and addition: Jesus Christ, the 

Son of God, God the Logos, light from light." The doc¬ 

trine of the hypostatic union, even in the form adopted at 

Chalcedon, compromised the relation of the divine hypos¬ 

tases within the Trinity and threatened the impassibility 

of the Logos and therefore of the entire Godhead. 

The principal opponents of orthodoxy in the continuing 

debate after Chalcedon, however, were not the remnants 

of Nestorianism, but the several parties of "Monophy- 

sites,” who opposed the formula of the council because 

it had not gone far enough in affirming the hypostatic 

union. We shall turn to a fuller exposition of Monophy- 

site teaching in a later volume. Under the Monophysite 

label were included theologies that diverged from one 

another more than some of them did from Chalcedon— 

especially from Chalcedon as it eventually came to be in¬ 

terpreted, thanks largely to the conflict with these theolo¬ 

gies. After Chalcedon, as after Nicea, the epithets and 

nicknames proliferated, as the various theological parties 

were identified by the absurd or heretical conclusions that 

appeared to flow from their positions. These party nick- 
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names, which fill the accounts of the controversy, both 

primary and secondary, often serve largely to obscure the 

doctrinal issues. Similarly, the technical terms of the 

trinitarian and christological dogmas were variously un¬ 

derstood by various parties and schools, with the result 

that the accusation of logomachy, so often made against 

theological controversy and so seldom accurate, would 

seem to fit the latter half of the fifth century and the first 

half of the sixth century better than it does most periods 

in the history of Christian doctrine. 

At stake within and behind the logomachy and the 

polemical epithets were the trinitarian and the soteriologi- 

cal implications of the doctrine of the person of Christ. 

Severus of Antioch charged that his opponents "said that 

it was in his ousia that the Logos of God endured the 

saving cross and took upon himself the passion on our 

behalf," and that they ' would not consent to call the one 

Lord and our God and Savior Jesus Christ homoousios 

with us in the flesh.” And Theodosius of Alexandria 

wrote to him in turn that "he who is one of the Holy Trin¬ 

ity, the hypostatic Logos of God the Father, united to 

himself hypostatically a flesh homoousios with us and, 

like us, capable of suffering.” The parallelism of "homo¬ 

ousios with the Father” and "homoousios with us,” de¬ 

ceptively simple and ultimately imprecise, did at least 

make clear the two foci for a reconsideration of chris- 

tology. 

The battle against the doctrine of the two natures in 

Christ after the incarnation, as formulated at Chalcedon, 

led to a reopening of the problem of the Trinity in at 

least two ways. The relation between the One and the 

Three had been clarified, or at any rate adjudicated, at the 

end of the fourth century with the adoption of the for¬ 

mula "one ousia, three hypostases. ” The second member of 

the Trinity was one hypostasis of the three. In the critique 

of the Chalcedonian doctrine, some Monophysites iden¬ 

tified hypostasis with "nature,” asserting that, as one 

hypostasis, the Logos after the incarnation could still be 

possessed of only one nature. But this seemed to lead to 

the conclusion that each hypostasis of the Trinity had a 

nature and was an ousia in and of itself. Then the unity 

of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit would be found in the 

Godhead which they shared. This was an effective argu¬ 

ment against the Chalcedonian doctrine of two natures, 
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but one that proved to be theologically expensive. It was 

quickly labeled tritheism, for its Aristotelian interpreta¬ 

tion of the key trinitarian terms, hypostasis and ousia, 

seemed to lead to a surrender of any unity in the Godhead 

except the most abstract. It was therefore at least as much 

from other Monophysites as from the supporters of Chal- 

cedon that the answer came. Those who said that "if each 

hypostasis, when it is considered in and of itself, is an 

ousia and a nature, then since there are three hypostases 

of the Holy Trinity, there are therefore also three ousias 

and three natures, should know that they demonstrate 

ignorance more than others do.” The proper way to define 

the doctrine of the Trinity and yet to make the anti- 

Chalcedonian point was to declare that "there was not a 

union of ousias and natures which are generic and com¬ 

mon—that is, of the nature which contains the Trinity of 

the divine hypostases, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and 

of the nature which includes the entire human race of all 

men—but there was merely a union of God the Logos and 

his own flesh, endowed with a rational and intellectual 

soul, which he united to himself in a hypostatic way.” The 

orthodox trinitarianism of Nicea and Constantinople was 

preserved in this way, and yet its implications were drawn 

in opposition to the theory of two natures in the incarnate 

Logos. One of the Three in the Trinity became incarnate, 

suffered, and died. 

This did not mean that it was permissible to say: "The 

Trinity has become incarnate through one of its hypos¬ 

tases.” Here again the Monophysite concern led to con¬ 

troversy over the dogma of the Trinity. The locus of the 

controversy, as could have been expected, was in the lit- 

urgy. If it was liturgically traditional and dogmatically 

proper to call Mary Theotokos and by this title to predi¬ 

cate birth of the Second Person of the Trinity, the suffer¬ 

ings of the cross could also be legitimately attributed to 

him. A few years after Chalcedon, therefore, the Sanctus 

or Trisagion was revised in the liturgy at Antioch to read: 

"Holy God, holy and mighty, holy and immortal, thou 

who wast crucified for us, have mercy on us.” The revision 

could be rejected simply because it was a liturgical inno¬ 

vation, but it also raised a fundamental dogmatic ques¬ 

tion: "Did one of the Trinity suffer in the flesh?” Be¬ 

cause the impassibility of God was a basic presupposition 

of all christological doctrine, any formula that seemed to 
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tend toward jeopardizing this impassibility was suspect. 

Various compromises were suggested, including the in¬ 

sertion of "Christ the king," so as to remove the ambigu¬ 

ity. Eventually the formula failed of acceptance, and even 

those who were theologically sympathetic to the close 

identification between suffering and "one of the Trinity" 

were resolved "to sing in accordance with the ancient tra¬ 

dition of the catholic church and not with this innova¬ 

tion." Yet the liturgical quarrel brought into sharp focus 

the need to bring christological titles (such as Theotokos) 

and christological theories (such as the communication of 

properties) into harmony with the dogma of the Trinity. 

The emperor Justinian spoke for many when he expressed 

this need, writing to Hormisdas, the pope: "It seems to us 

that it is correct to say that our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son 

of the living God, born of the Virgin Mary, he whom the 

chief of the apostles proclaims as having 'suffered in the 

flesh’ reigns as one in the Trinity together with the Fa¬ 

ther and the Holy Spirit." Or, in the formula of Proclus, 

"God the Logos, one of the Trinity, was incarnate"; 

therefore "he himself both works miracles and suffers." 

Although these controversies over the dogma of the 

Trinity were in many ways the most dramatic occasioned 

by the Monophysites, more attention was drawn by the 

question of the relation of Christ to mankind than by the 

question of his relation to the Trinity. Here again it is 

important to keep in mind that the Monophysite move¬ 

ment was the source not only of the extreme views of this 

relation that arose, but also of their refutation. Thus 

Eutyches was reported to have declared: "Until this very 

day I have never said that the body of our Lord and God 

is homoousios with us." But even the opponents of the 

Monophysite position conceded that it "anathematizes 

both the synod [of Chalcedon] and Eutyches because he 

refused to say that the body of Christ is homoousios with 

us." Even most of the extremists among the opponents of 

Chalcedon were able to affirm in some sense that the hu¬ 

manity or the body of Christ was "homoousios with us" 

or with "the human"; but such an affirmation was highly 

ambiguous, for it did not specify whether it referred to 

the human before the fall of Adam, the human in its 

present fallen state, or the human as through the redemp¬ 

tion of Christ it would become. The concept of the com¬ 

munication of properties was responsible for the debate 
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over the title "Theotokos” and over the phrase "one of 

the Trinity suffered in the flesh,” for it affirmed the 

propriety of ascribing to the total person of the God-man 

actions and attributes of his humanity. But it also moved 

in the opposite direction. Worship was appropriately ad¬ 

dressed to the total person of the God-man, too, not only 

to his divinity, for by the communication of properties 

the entire person was worthy of adoration. 

Did this concept apply to all the properties of divinity, 

and, if so, did the communication of properties invalidate 

the teaching that the humanity of Christ was "horno- 

ousios with us” ? Three such properties of divinity be¬ 

came especially problematical in the post-Chalcedonian 

controversies: freedom from corruption, omniscience, 

and uncreatedness. All of them were, by a self-evident 

axiom, properties of the divine nature, therefore of the 

divine Logos not only before the incarnation, but also 

(since he was, by the same self-evident axiom, unchange¬ 

able) after the incarnation. Freedom from corruption 

was, moreover, the content of the salvation for which 

he became incarnate, therefore a property of the trans¬ 

formed human nature which men shared through him. 

But humanity, since the fall and before redemption, was 

characterized by corruption, together with weaknesses 

which, while not sinful in themselves, were the inevitable 

concomitants of a corruptible and fallen human nature, 

weaknesses such as weeping or being susceptible to hun¬ 

ger and thirst. Christ had wept for Lazarus; in the days 

of his flesh he had suffered hunger; he had thirsted on 

the cross; he had also eaten after the resurrection. It was 

generally agreed on all sides that the "body of glory” 

which he had after the resurrection transcended not only 

the limitations of time and space, but also the necessities 

of ordinary physical existence, and that therefore his 

eating then was not to satisfy his hunger but to reveal 

himself to the disciples. But Julian of Halicarnassus and 

other Monophysites arose to teach that "his body was 

free of corruption from the moment of union” rather 

than only from the resurrection. "Even though Christ wept 

over Lazarus,” said one, "it was His incorruptible and 

divine tear that raised him from the dead.” Therefore 

Christ subjected himself to these weaknesses not because 

of "the necessity of nature” but for the sake of the 

"economy” of redemption. Already in the days of his flesh 
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he was free from the "corruption” that infected all flesh; 

for as the Son of man, he was homoousios with Adam 

before the fall, not with man in his present fallen state. 

Inevitably, this doctrine seemed to suggest analogies 

to the Gnostic docetism of an earlier century, which had 

taught that the humanity of Christ, especially his body, 

was apparent rather than real. The principal refutation 

of it came from other opponents of Chalcedon, notably 

from Severus. "We do not have the right,” he said, "be¬ 

cause of the brilliance of the divine miracles and of the 

things that transcend the law of nature, to deny that his 

sufferings of redemption and his death occurred in ac¬ 

cordance with the laws of human nature. He is the Logos 

incarnate without being changed. He performed the 

miracles as is appropriate for God, and he voluntarily per¬ 

mitted the laws of the flesh to operate in his parts while 

he bore his sufferings in a human way.” The hunger of 

Christ after his fast of forty days in the wilderness was 

"for us” and one that he "voluntarily accepted when he 

gave place to temptation by the Slanderer,” so that he 

might "be victorious when he fights on the side of God, 

who gives food to all flesh, and might become weak and 

able to conquer on our behalf.” Men could restrain their 

appetites, for he proved that they did not live by bread 

alone. In the hour of his passion his soul was sorrowful 

to the point of death, and "his fear was greater than that 

of anyone. . . . He experienced anguish and sorrow and 

disturbance of mind more than anyone else. . . . He cried 

'I thirst.’ ” Although it was uncomfortable for a Monoph- 

ysite like Severus to be in the position of saying that 

those who worshiped Christ in the days of his flesh were 

worshiping his corruptible body, this seemed to be re¬ 

quired by the reality of the hypostatic union, as Athana¬ 

sius had already sought to show in explaining away the 

tears, hunger, and sorrow of the incarnate Logos. 

The other two properties of divinity over whose com¬ 

munication to the entire God-man in the days of his flesh 

there was controversy, omniscience and uncreatedness, 

were dealt with in much the same way. But the former 

raised certain exegetical problems, and the latter certain 

metaphysical problems, that required special attention. 

The explicit statements of the New Testament in John 

11:34 and especially in Mark 13:32 seemed to some of 

the supporters of Severus clear evidence not only that 
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Christ in the days of his flesh had indeed participated in 

weaknesses such as hunger and sorrow, but that he had 

also been ignorant of certain facts, notably of the hour 

of the last judgment. This seemed, in turn, to require 

even of a Monophysite position some distinction between 

the omniscience of God the Logos and the ignorance of 

the Son of man. It is an indication of the theological 

confusion of the time that this theory set forth by cer¬ 

tain Monophysites was condemned not only by other 

Monophysites, but also by no less an adherent of 

Chalcedon than Gregory I, who took Mark 13:32 to 

mean that "the Son says that he does not know the 

day, which he himself causes to be unknown, not because 

he himself does not know it, but because he does not al¬ 

low it to be known." Among the opponents of Severus, 

on the other hand, the logic of the right-wing Monoph¬ 

ysite position was carried to its ultimate conclusion 

when (if the report is to be believed) they maintained 

that from the moment of the union and incarnation the 

body of Christ had been not only uncorrupted, but un¬ 

created. Here, too, it was Monophysite theology that 

refuted the extremes to which its own position seemed 

to be moving, by affirming that the humanity of Christ 

was "homoousios with us" in the most fundamental sense 

of all, namely, in being a creature. 

If these Monophysite responses to Monophysite ex¬ 

tremes suggest some narrowing of the theological gap, 

though not of the ecclesiastical schism, between the de¬ 

fenders and the opponents of Chalcedon, such a narrow¬ 

ing is to be found at least as much in the Chalcedonian 

party itself, which, during the century between the 

Council of Chalcedon in 451 and the Second Council 

of Constantinople in 553, moved steadily toward an in¬ 

terpretation of Chalcedon in terms of Cyril and therefore 

nearer (though never quite near enough to heal the 

schism) to the Monophysite doctrine. The first stage in 

this theological process, launched immediately after the 

council, reached its formal doctrinal (and political) ar¬ 

ticulation in the Henotikon of the emperor Zeno, issued 

in 482; this document was an attempt to resolve the 

dogmatic impasse by major concessions, amounting to 

capitulation, to the Monophysite position. The only bind¬ 

ing statement of dogmatic orthodoxy was affirmed to be 

the creed adopted by the 318 fathers of the Council of 
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Nicea—but as interpreted by the Councils of Constanti¬ 

nople and Ephesus and above all by the twelve anathemas 

of Cyril. Both Nestorius and Eutyches were declared 

anathema, but so was "anyone who taught or teaches 

otherwise, now or in the past, at Chalcedon or at any 

other synod." The trinitarian dispute growing out of the 

post-Chalcedonian controversies was resolved with the 

formula: "The Trinity remains Trinity, even after one 

of the Trinity, God the Logos, became flesh." Christ was 

"homoousios with the Father according to his divinity 

and homoousios with us according to his humanity," but 

this did not in any way mollify the strict insistence that 

"there is only one Son, not two." Politically, the Henot- 

ikon failed to appease the Monophysites but managed 

to precipitate a schism with Rome. Dogmatically, it was, 

however, a somewhat exaggerated version of the eventual 

accommodation of Chalcedonian orthodoxy to an almost 

completely Cyrillian interpretation of the decree of 451. 

This "Neo-Chalcedonianism" was the doctrinal issue 

at stake in "the most wearisome controversy in Church 

Wigram (1923) 129 history," the power struggle brought on by Justinian’s 

condemnation of "the three chapters" (a term originally 

applied to chapters of writings, then to their authors) : a 

letter of Ibas of Edessa mediating between the Cyrillian 

and the Nestorian alternatives; the attack of Theodoret on 

Cyril; and the person and work of Theodore of 

Mopsuestia. The exoneration of the first two of these 

in the decrees of Chalcedon was, politically, one of the 

grounds for the charge that the council had made con¬ 

cessions to the Nestorians; theologically, it meant that 

there was some justification for interpreting the 

Chalcedonian formula in a mediating manner that still 

appeared to be soft on Nestorianism. In 544 or 545 

Justinian anathematized the three chapters (in a treatise 

that has since been lost), and in 551 he issued a compre¬ 

hensive statement of what he took to be the orthodox 

faith. It opened with a reaffirmation of the dogma of the 

Trinity, explicitly ruling out the idea that "the Trinity 

justn.Conf. (pg 86:995) is one person with three names (ev irpocronrov rpnow/mov^• 

God the Logos was declared to be "one of the Holy 

Trinity, homoousios with God the Father according to 

divinity, homoousios with us according to humanity; pas¬ 

sible as to the flesh, and yet the same One is also impas¬ 

sible as to the divinity." Therefore it was wrong to say Justn.Conf. (PG 86:995) 
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that God the Logos had performed the miracles and that 

only Christ had suffered. "God the Logos himself gave 

his body for us.’’ On the crucial question of one nature or 

two in the incarnate Logos, the confession equivocated. 

In one sentence it spoke of him as "one Christ synthesized 

from both natures [e£ eKarepas (f>vcrew; . . . crvvOeTOv^,” 

but in the very next it went on to speak of acknowledging 

one Lord in each nature." Neither confusion of natures 

nor separation was to be inferred from these declarations. 

There was, rather, "a hypostatic union,’’ as taught in 

Philippians 2:6—7. Such was "the teaching concerning 

the orthodox faith above all of St. Cyril." This implied, 

as Cyril himself had confessed, that there was "one Lord 

Jesus Christ, perfect in divinity, and the same perfect in 

humanity, one who did not suffer in his divine nature but 

in his earthly nature.” 

But when this mediating position specified in detail 

which theologies of the incarnation it intended to con¬ 

demn, it became clear that the primary target of its 

polemic was a continuation, even though a refinement, 

of the theology of the indwelling Logos. For Christ was 

within himself "one hypostasis, or one person, and had 

the perfection of the divine and uncreated nature and the 

perfection of the human and created nature." Little more 

than a slap on the wrist was administered to those who, 

for the sake of this unity, introduced the analogy of the 

relation between soul and body in man. For they, fol¬ 

lowing the example of Gregory of Nyssa, "united in 

[divine] mercy" what had to be distinguished in under¬ 

standing. There was no one in the communion of cath¬ 

olic Christianity who "dared to say that there are three 

natures in the divine Trinity as there are three hypostases.’’ 

Not only the Councils of Nicea, Constantinople, and 

Ephesus, but also "the holy fathers who gathered in 

Chalcedon were affirmed as holy confessors. Neverthe¬ 

less, the anathemas attached to the confession made it 

obvious where its direction lay. These condemned any¬ 

one who taught two Christs or who denied the Theotokos 

or who denied the unity of Christ in (and despite) the 

two natures. And therefore "if anyone defends Theodore 

of Mopsuestia . . . who set forth such blasphemies, and 

if he does not anathematize him and whatever is ascribed 

to him, and those that have reasoned similarly to him or 

still do, let him be anathema." The same applied to 
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Theodoret’s support of Nestorius: "If anyone defends 

the remembered writings of Theodoret and does not 

anathematize them, let him be anathema." This was ad¬ 

dressed not only to the partisans of those here condemned, 

but also and above all to the Monophysite critics of 

Chalcedon; for it was being asserted here that this inter¬ 

pretation of its decrees, rather than the obvious (and 

Western and, indeed, Nestorian) interpretation, was the 

valid one. For "the catholic church condemns this false 

teaching not against 'the temple’ and against the indwell¬ 

ing [Logos] in the temple, but against the one Lord 

Jesus Christ, the incarnate Logos of God.” 

The imperial condemnation of the three chapters met 

with some resistance from various ecclesiastical author¬ 

ities, including the bishop of Rome, but eventually it was 

approved and reinforced by the Second Council of 

Constantinople in 553. The council condemned anyone 

who maintained that "God the Logos who performed 

miracles was another than Christ who suffered.” It re¬ 

affirmed the Theotokos and rejected a mere Christotokos. 

Its first anathema was a restatement of the orthodox dog¬ 

ma of the Trinity, and it declared that "the Holy Trinity 

did not undergo the addition of a person or hypostasis 

when one of the Holy Trinity, God the Logos, became in¬ 

carnate.” In addition to the usual catalog of heretics and 

heresies to be condemned—including Arius, Eunomius, 

Macedonius, Apollinaris, Nestorius, and Eutyches—the 

council devoted special canons to anathemas pronounced 

upon each of the three chapters. For good measure, the 

name of Origen was added to the roster; the condemna¬ 

tion of various doctrines attributed to Origen, which 

Justinian had issued in 543, is often included with the 

acts and minutes of the council, although it does not 

seem to have been officially adopted there. Chalcedon 

was vindicated as a "holy synod” and one that had acted 

"devoutly,” but the entire tone of the construction put 

on Chalcedon was the one given to it by the imperial 

theology that prevailed. The christological problem was 

not settled at the Second Council of Constantinople much 

more effectively than it had been at Chalcedon, and during 

the seventh century the controversy over whether Christ 

had one will or two continued to rage. 



6 Nature and Grace 

The trinitarian and christological dogmas together make 

up the basic content of normative church doctrine as it 

* developed in the course of the emergence of the catholic 

tradition between ioo and 600. All three of the so-called 

ecumenical creeds—the Apostles’, the Nicene, and the 

Athanasian—were essentially formulations of these two 

dogmas, with a few statements appended about other 

doctrinal themes, "Whoever wants to be saved," read 

the third of these, must, above all else, hold the catholic 

faith. . . . This is the catholic faith: that we worship 

one God in Trinity, and Trinity in unity. . . . Further¬ 

more, it is necessary to everlasting salvation that he also 

believe faithfully the incarnation of our Lord Jesus 

Christ. . . . This is the catholic faith; unless a man 
Symb.Ath. (Schaff 2:66-70) believes it truly and firmly, he cannot be saved." 

Despite various references to what was done "for the 

sake of us men and for the purpose of our salvation," the 

creeds were basically concerned with the divine ousia and 

with its relation to the events of the life, death, and 

resurrection of Jesus Christ. Most of the references to the 

human condition in these creeds occurred in that context; 

for example, the question of the relation between soul 

and body in man (not to mention the relation of soul, 

spirit, and body) was touched on in passing as an 

analogy, though an imperfect one, for the relation of the 

divine and the human in Christ. But trinitarian and 

christological orthodoxy was not enough for the question 

of human nature and its relation to the grace given in 

Christ. On the one hand, what made the incarnation 

of the divine Logos possible? How could the situation 

278 
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of man be described in a way that would not make it 

incongruous for the Second Person of the Trinity to take 

upon himself the very human nature that flesh was heir 

to? On the other hand, could the coming of the Logos 

into flesh be described in such a way as to make clear, 

indeed vivid, why it was necessary that he become in¬ 

carnate? Without forgetting the wonder of creation and 

the dignity of incarnation, could the Christian doctrine 

of man also speak about the fall into sin and the need 

for salvation? 

Many of these issues had been involved in earlier 

theological discussions, but under other rubrics. Theolo¬ 

gians could not consider the Christian doctrine of God 

as Trinity without raising at some point the question of 

man as the one to whom the revelation of the Trinity 

had been vouchsafed. If one affirmed, as all orthodox and 

even most semiorthodox theologians did, that the in¬ 

carnate Logos was "homoousios with us according to 

his humanity” just as he was "homoousios with the 

Father according to his divinity,” it became necessary 

to specify the referent of the former as well as of the 

latter. For reasons whose ultimate cultural origins go 

beyond the scope of this book, it fell to Western Chris¬ 

tianity to be the primary locus of this doctrinal contro¬ 

versy, apart from, and to a considerable degree in spite 

of, the Eastern tradition. 

The State of Christian Anthropology 

"The Christian doctrine of sin in its classical form,” 

Reinhoid Niebuhr has written, "offends both rationalists 

and moralists by maintaining the seemingly absurd posi¬ 

tion that man sins inevitably and by a fateful necessity 

but that he is nevertheless to be held responsible for 

r.Niebuhr (1941) 1:241 actions which are prompted by an ineluctable fate.” Only 

seldom in Chrisitan history have the spokesmen for the 

Christian tradition been confronted with equal force by 

those who denied that sin was inevitable and by those 

who denied that man was responsible. Martin Luther, for 

example, one of the most eloquent interpreters of the in¬ 

evitability of sin, did not face opponents whose fatalism 

would have made a mockery both of moral responsibility 

and of salvation; and therefore he was able to ignore the 

potentially fatalistic implications of his own one-sided 

formulations. Most of the doctrinal development in the 
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first four centuries had, like Luther, faced only one 

option; but in this instance it was the deterministic 

alternative that constituted the major opposition, with 

the result that Christian anthropology, as formulated in 

the course of the ante-Nicene and immediately post- 

Nicene debates, leaned noticeably to one side of the 

dilemma, namely, the side of free will and responsibility 

rather than the side of inevitability and original sin. Why 
was this so? 

Augustine’s own answer was to note that "before this 

heresy [Pelagianism] arose, they did not have the neces¬ 

sity to deal with this question, so difficult of solution. 

They would undoubtedly have done so if they had been 

compelled to respond to such men.” That is, both the 

attacks upon Christianity from without and the distor¬ 

tions of it from within had tended in the same direction, 

the deterministic explanation of the human predicament, 

with the result that the defenders of the faith were 

obliged to define man’s responsibility for his condition 

much more carefully than they did the inevitability of the 

condition itself. One horn of the dilemma of Christian 

anthropology, that of responsibility, seemed to be the one 

demanded by the polemical situation. Yet in the long 

run the other alternative, that of inevitability, was the 

one to which the interpretation of Christian doctrine was 

obliged to give its primary attention. To explain this 

development, we must look at the anthropological impli¬ 

cations of the history we have traced so far. 

Both responsibility and inevitability had been promi¬ 

nent in the classical understanding of man. In the 

Homeric poems destiny [^xolpa]” was a power which 

the Olympian gods could not dominate; but at the same 

time it is true to say that "chthonian powers are not so 

much absent from the Odyssey as they are subdued or 

brought into his service'by the hero’s extraordinary feats 

of will and intelligence,” so that neither the presence of 

destiny nor that of the gods vitiated the importance of 

human virtue. There was not in Homer any systematic 

formula for the relation between destiny and the gods, 

a relation which was bequeathed as a problem to later 

Greek thinkers. With the loss of confidence in the gods 

of Olympus, fortune or fate became increasingly promi¬ 

nent, and men "tended more and more to resign them¬ 

selves to fate. Aeschylus sought to balance the three 
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forces—the tyranny of fate, the power of the gods, and 

the responsibility of man—concluding the Oresteia 

trilogy with the words: "There shall be peace forever 

between these people / of Pallas and their guests. Zeus 

the all-seeing / met with Destiny to confirm it." And 

Plato, although he seemed in the Timaeus to elevate neces¬ 

sity to the status of an overriding force and in the Laws 

quoted the tradition that even God could not oppose 

necessity, attempted to maintain some similar balance 

between divine governance, "luck {rvyrj]^ "timing 

f/catpo?},” and "skill [Te^vrf]. 

The Romans, too, were impressed with the power of 

destiny. Ovid represented Jupiter as acknowledging to 

the other gods that both he and they were ruled by the 

fates. But in the period of the empire this consciousness 

of fate grew even more dominant, as the Stoic doctrine of 

necessity coincided with the incursion of the Chaldean 

astrologers. "Reason compels us to admit," Cicero as¬ 

serted, "that all things take place by fate. . . . namely, 

the order and series of causes.” Stoicism identified fate 

with the divine will, but in the process had to surrender 

the freedom of the human will. According to Pliny, the 

goddess Fortune was being invoked everywhere, even 

though there were those who, with Juvenal, insisted that 

it was human beings wdio had made Fortune a goddess. 

In the popular mind, not Stoic theories of necessity, but 

the predetermination of the stars undercut human free¬ 

dom and responsibility. "Fate has decreed as a law for 

each person the unalterable consequences of his horo¬ 

scope,” said a pagan contemporary of the Christian apolo¬ 

gists. And even the emperor Tiberius stopped paying 

homage to the gods because everything was already 

written in the stars. 

In the conflict of Christian theology with classicism 

it was chiefly this sense of fate and necessity that im¬ 

pressed itself upon the interpreters of the gospel as the 

alternative to their message, rather than, for example, the 

Socratic teaching that with proper knowledge and ad¬ 

equate motivation a man could, by the exercise of his free 

will, overcome the tendency of his appetites toward sin. 

With very few exceptions the apologists for the gospel 

against Greek and Roman thought made responsibility 

rather than inevitability the burden of their message. 

Justin Martyr felt constrained to make clear that the 
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Christian understanding of the fulfillment of Old Testa¬ 

ment prophecy in Christ did not mean that what hap¬ 

pened had been fated. The only unavoidable fate was 

the rule that reward was based on the actions of a man’s 

free will, whether good or evil. This God foreknew, 

and he decreed that the recompense of an action should 

be commensurate with its virtue. Tertullian denounced 

astrology because "men, presuming that we are disposed 

of by the immutable arbitrament of the stars, think on 

that account that God is not to be sought after." Origen, 

opposing himself to those who denied the freedom of 

the will, defined the purpose of prayer in such a way as 

to insure both human freedom and divine providence; 

for divine foreknowledge was not the cause of man’s 

actions, which he performed in freedom and for which 

he was accountable. Origen rejected the opinion of those 

who said that temptations to sin could not be resisted. 

Refuting various Greek doctrines about the cyclical na¬ 

ture of history, he asserted the Christian teaching "that 

the universe is cared for by God in accordance with the 

conditions of the free will of each man, and that as far 

as possible it is always being led on to be better, and 

. . . that the nature of our free will is to admit various 

possibilities.” And Augustine’s City of God, as part of its 

statement of the Christian case against paganism, dis- 

^n§^Td the Christian understanding of divine omnip¬ 

otence and human freedom from the "sacrilegious and 

impious audacity of reason, as represented by the specu¬ 

lations of Cicero, and asserted simultaneously "that God 

knows all things before they happen, and that by our own 

will we do whatever we know and feel could not be done 

by us unless we willed it.” 

Not only the Greco-Roman critics of the faith, but also 

its heretical opponents seemed to err chiefly on the side 

of emphasizing the inevitability of sin at the expense of 

the responsibility for sin; in fact, Athanasius linked the 

heretics with "some of the Greeks’’ on this issue. It 

would perhaps be an exaggeration to say that the most ex¬ 

plicit doctrines of original sin in the second century were 

taught not by the church fathers, but by the Gnostics; it is 

also misleading to speak of a "doctrine of original sin’’ in 

church fathers such as Irenaeus. Nevertheless, the the¬ 

ories of cosmic redemption in the Gnostic systems were 

based on an understanding of the human predicament 
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in which man’s incapacity to avoid sin or to evade destiny 

was fundamental. The division of the human race into 

three classes was not due to any action of their free will 

for which they could be held responsible, but to a pre¬ 

determined destiny—even though one class of men, the 

"psychics,” could transcend the nature with which they 

were born. So rigid was the determination of necessity, 

according to some of the Gnostics, that "everything passes 

away by necessity into that state out of which it was 

created. And they make God himself the slave of this 

necessity, so that he cannot add immortality to that which 

is mortal.” Simon Magus was accused of teaching that 

those who were to be saved would receive salvation by 

grace alone, irrespective of their moral actions, so that 

moral responsibility was meaningless. So far did this 

determinism go that the "aspect of the cosmos in which 

to the Gnostics its character was pre-eminently revealed 

is the heimarmene, that is, universal fate.” In one way 

or another, the various schools of Gnosticism depicted 

man as the victim and slave of forces over which he had 

no control, and therefore they diagnosed sin as inevitable. 

The response of the anti-Gnostic fathers was to deny 

the inevitability of sin and to insist that God "sets before 

man good and evil, life and death. The entire order of 

discipline is arranged through precepts, as God calls, 

threatens, and exhorts. This could not be so if man were 

not free, endowed with a will capable of obedience and 

resistance.” If man were subject to the bondage of evil, 

it would be unjust of God to base rewards and punish¬ 

ments on human conduct. Only "a spontaneous commis¬ 

sion of transgression” could be called to account this way. 

Rejecting the Gnostic stratification of humanity, Irenaeus 

insisted that "all men are of the same nature, able both 

to hold fast and to do what is good, and, on the other 

hand, having also the power to cast it from them and not 

to do it.” The rebukes and exhortations of the prophets 

presupposed man’s capacity to obey, as did the ethical 

teachings of Jesus, all of which documented the "self- 

determination [to avre^ovaLov]” of man. If, as the Gnos¬ 

tics maintained, "it were not in our power to do or not to 

do these things, what reason did the apostle have, and 

much more the Lord himself, to give us counsel to do 

some things, and to abstain from others? But because 

man is possessed of free will from the beginning, and 
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God is possessed of free will, in whose likeness man was 

created, advice is always given to him to keep fast the 

good, which is done by means of obedience to God.” And 

those who fled from the eternal light of God were them¬ 

selves the cause for their dwelling in eternal darkness. In 

sum, "those who have apostatized from the light given 

by the Father, and transgressed the law of liberty, have 

done so through their own fault, since they have been 

created free agents, and possessed of power over them¬ 

selves.” This insistence seemed the only way to preserve 

both the Christian doctrine of the goodness of the Creator 

and the Christian doctrine of the responsibility of the 

creature, in opposition to a theology that denied them 

both by subjecting God and man to the slavery of an all- 

powerful fate. 

Man did have the freedom to sin or not to sin; other¬ 

wise he could not be commanded or rebuked or exhorted 

—or summoned to account. As a spokesman for the 

Christian faith in response to the heathen and the heretics, 

Clement of Alexandria delivered just such an exhorta¬ 

tion: "As far as we can, let us try to sin as little as pos¬ 

sible.” Only God could avoid sin altogether; but wise 

men were able to avoid voluntary transgressions, and 

those who were properly trained in Christianity could at 

least see to it that they fell into very few. 

This direction of Christian apologetics and of 

Christian polemics found its counterpart in certain 

emphases within Christian dogmatics, especially with¬ 

in the christological debates. The definition of "hu¬ 

man” was a part of the presupposition of christo¬ 

logical doctrine, and that in at least three ways: the 

understanding of the human condition and its need for 

salvation; the definition of the human nature of Christ; 

and the picture of a human race redeemed and trans¬ 

formed by his coming. The two principal options in the 

doctrine of the incarnation contained, each in its own 

distinctive manner, elements that served to preclude a full 

investigation of the inevitability of sin. The proponents 

of the hypostatic union could certainly never be accused 

of taking the human predicament lightly. As the 

anthropology of Athanasius demonstrated in vivid detail, 

these theologians set the coming of the Logos into flesh 

against the somber background of the human condition of 

sin, corruption, and death. By turning away from God 
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in disobedience, men "became the cause of their own 

corruption in death." This state, moreover, was de¬ 

teriorating progressively, and men had become "insatiable 

[aKopearoi] in sinning." Not satisfied with the first sin, 

men "again filled themselves with other evils, progressing 

still further in shamefulness and outdoing themselves in 

impiety. Neither sun nor moon nor stars had fallen away 

from God; only man was vile. Viewed against this back¬ 

ground, the incarnation of the Logos was seen as the only 

means of rescue for fallen mankind. 

Despite all this strong language about sin, however, the 

fundamental problem of man was not his sin, but his cor¬ 

ruptibility. The reason the incarnation was necessary was 

that man had not merely done wrong—for this, repent¬ 

ance would have sufficed—but had fallen into a corrup¬ 

tion, a transiency that threatened him with annihilation. 

As the agent of creation who had called man out of 

nothing, the Logos was also the one to rescue him from 

annihilation. This the Logos did by taking flesh. For this 

theology, it was the universality of death, not the in¬ 

evitability of sin, that was fundamental. The statement 

of Romans 5:14, that "death reigned from Adam to 

Moses, even over those whose sins were not like the 

transgression of Adam,” was taken to prove that there 

were many who had been "pure of every sin,” such as 

Jeremiah and John the Baptist. It was death and cor¬ 

ruption that stood in the way of man’s participation in the 

divine nature, and these had to be overcome in the incar¬ 

nation of the Logos. 

The theory of the indwelling Logos was even less help¬ 

ful in working out a doctrine of sin and the fall. This 

theory’s emphasis on the moral progress of Jesus as the 

man assumed by the Logos had as its counterpart a doc¬ 

trine of man that stressed his capacity to imitate this 

progress. It is too facile to dismiss this as "Pelagianism 

before Pelagius,” for it did not really fit into the cate¬ 

gories of the Western development. But it is clear from 

some fragments that have survived of a treatise Against 

the Defenders of Original Sin by Theodore of Mopsuestia 

that he "reiterates in effect that it is only nature 

which can be inherited, not sin, which is the dis¬ 

obedience of the free and unconstrained will.” Despite 

their fundamental differences, the theory of the hypostatic 

union and the theory of the indwelling Logos both con- 
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centrated on death rather than on sin. Theodore often 

attributed sin to the fact of man’s mortality, although he 

sometimes reversed the connection; Cyril insisted upon 

the perfect humanity of Christ because only this would 

"deliver our earthly body from a foreign corruption.” 

Cyril did sometimes speak of human sin in a way that 

suggested a doctrine of original sin, and Theodore could 

say that "since sin was reigning in our mortality, and 

conversely death was growing stronger in us on account 

of sin, our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ came . . . and 

having destroyed death by his death, he also destroyed 

the sin which was rooted in our nature by reason of 

its mortality.” Yet the detailed implications of these posi¬ 

tions for the definition of sin had not been drawn in the 

course of the christological controversies. 

Not from the tendencies evident in the theological 

controversies of the first four centuries, whether with 

pagans or with other Christians, but from the direction 

of the life and practice of the church, there came the 

material out of which a fuller statement of the relation 

between nature and grace was to be formulated. For "the 

predominant anthropology of the second and third cen¬ 

turies stood in partial contradiction with the supernatural¬ 

ism of the cultus” of the church. Two themes from the 

cultus probably deserve to be singled out for their bear- 

ing upon the dilemma of Christian anthropology: the 

confession of the virgin birth of Christ and the practice 

of infant baptism. It was upon these that Christian doc¬ 

trine, especially in the West, drew for support, inferring 

from them a more complete explanation of the relation 

between the inevitability of sin and responsibility for sin 

than had been set forth by the spokesmen of orthodoxy. 

Both themes were present in the life and language of 

the church before they were ever exploited for their 

anthropological import; at least there appears to be little 

or no warrant, on the basis of evidence available now, to 

argue that they were derived from a previously defined 

theory of the fall and original sin. But given their in¬ 

creasingly secure place in cultus and confession, they 

became the premises from which conclusions could be 

drawn about the fall and original sin. 

The assertion of the virgin birth of Jesus Christ—or, 

more precisely, of his virginal conception—originated 

in the New Testament itself, being found in the Gospels 
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of Matthew and Luke, but nowhere else. In the first 

of these "the Virgin Birth story is theologically mute, no 

christological argument or insight is deduced from this 

great divine intervention.” The narrative in Luke was 

somewhat more specific in identifying the significance 

of the intervention, for the angel said to Mary: "The 

Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power of the 

Most High will overshadow you; therefore the child to 

be born will be called holy, the Son of God.” The word 

"therefore indicated "that the inference is self- 

evident and thus that the holiness and the divine son- 

ship of the child had some connection, perhaps a causal 

one, with the special circumstances of his conception. Yet 

even Luke did not elaborate on this suggestion in the rest 

of his Gospel or in the Book of Acts. For that reason 

the doctrine of the virgin birth, even when it had been 

enshrined in the creeds, did not carry with it any unambig¬ 

uous indication of its own meaning. Not only was it 

absent from all of the New Testament writers except 

Matthew and Luke, but among the apostolic fathers the 

only one to refer to it was Ignatius. For him, Christ was 

' Son of Mary and Son of God” and therefore both "flesh 

and spirit ’: the birth from the Virgin Mary was a guar¬ 

antee of the true humanity. But it was more: "Hidden 

from the prince of this world were the virginity of Mary 

and her childbearing and likewise also the death of the 

Lord—three mysteries to be cried aloud—which were 

wrought in the silence of God.” Here the function of 

the miraculous conception and birth of Christ was to 

show that "our God, Jesus the Christ, was conceived 

in the womb by Mary according to a dispensation, of the 

seed of David but also of the Holy Spirit.” The intent 

of the doctrine was christological, certainly not "mariol- 

ogical”; much less was it anthropological. 

The doctrine "was not formulated for the sake of a 

theological line of thought; it was simply a supposedly 

apostolic’ piece of biblical tradition that was handed 

down. It was not defense, but interpretation, with which 

the early Church saw itself confronted in relation to this 

piece of doctrine.” Part of that interpretation was some 

systematic reflection on what it meant for the Christian 

understanding of the person of Christ; and this, in turn, 

was bound to have implications for the doctrine of man. 

An intriguing example of such reflection is the history 
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of John 1:12-13 from the second to the fifth centuries— 

both its textual transmission and its exegesis: "To all 

who received him [the Logos}, who believed in his name, 

he gave power to become children of God; who were 

[textual variant: "who was’’} born, not of blood nor of 

the will of the flesh nor of the will of man, but of God.” 

Many, perhaps even most, of the quotations of this pas¬ 

sage in the Christian writers of the second and third cen¬ 

turies contained the reading "who was” (which also ap¬ 

peared in some Latin and Syriac codices of the New Tes¬ 

tament), which would seem to be an explicit reference to 

the virgin birth of Jesus. Irenaeus quoted it to say that 

"in the last times, not by the will of the flesh, nor by the 

will of man, but by the good pleasure of the Father, his 

hands formed a living man, in order that Adam might be 

created [again} after the image and likeness of God.” 

His other quotations of the passage also read it in the 

singular, as a reference to the special circumstances of 

Christ’s birth. Tertullian went so far as to label the plural 

reading a Gnostic distortion of the passage, insisting that 

the passage proved that Christ was the Logos made flesh, 

but that "as flesh, he is not of blood, nor of the will of the 

flesh, nor of man” because he was born of a virgin. 

This causal connection between the virgin birth and 

the holiness of Jesus Christ was reinforced by the growth 

of Christian asceticism. The narrative of that growth be¬ 

longs to the history of institutions and of spirituality 

rather than to the history of doctrine, but in the develop¬ 

ment of the doctrine of man and in the rise of a doctrine 

of Mary this connection seems to have played a theo¬ 

logical role. Already in the New Testament there was 

evidence of the teaching that "it is well for a man not 

to touch a woman” and of the idea that the redeemed 

saints were those "who have not defiled themselves with 

women, for they are virgins.” Some parts of the early 

church seem to have required celibacy as a condition of 

baptism and membership. Tertullian represented the ex¬ 

treme form of a considerably more widespread notion 

when he asserted that "marriage and fornication are dif¬ 

ferent only because lav/s appear to make them so; they are 

not intrinsically different, but only in the degree of their 

illegitimacy.” Although the mainstream of patristic ascet¬ 

icism eschewed the outright condemnation of marriage 

and of sex espoused by Tertullian, it did share his posi- 
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tive appreciation of virginity as a higher way of life. Its 

most articulate and influential spokesman, arguing on the 

basis of Revelation 14:4 and related biblical passages, as¬ 

serted that "all those who have not remained virgins, 

following the pattern of the pure chastity of angels and 

that of our Lord Jesus Christ himself, are polluted"; and 

this included married couples as well as widows. Christ 

and Mary were the models of true chastity, that is, of 

virginity; for it was Mary’s virginity that made her worthy 

of becoming the mother of Jesus, and Christ, "as a virgin 

himself, consecrated the first fruits of his virgins in his 

own virgin self." Jerome was too good a textual scholar 

to accept "who was born” as the proper reading in John 

1:13; but his ascetical theology, which praised marriage 

because it was the way virgins were brought into the 

world, put such a premium on virginity, that of Christ 

and Mary and that of their imitators, that he no 

longer needed this reading of the verse to make the point. 

It is probably to Ambrose, who in turn became the men¬ 

tor of Augustine on these matters, that we should attrib¬ 

ute the definitive establishment of a firm "causal relation 

between the virginal conception and the sinlessness of 

Christ. . . . the combination of the ideas of the propaga¬ 

tion of original sin through sexual union and of the sin¬ 

lessness of Christ as a consequence of his virginal con¬ 

ception." To be free from sin, Christ had to be free from 

the normal mode of conception: this was the conclusion 

that Ambrose seemed to draw from Isaiah 53:8 (Vulg.) : 

"Who will tell the story of [enarrabit] his having been 

begotten [generationem] ?” The chief proof text was, 

however, Psalm 51:5: "Behold, I was brought forth 

in iniquity, and in sin did my mother conceive me." 

These words were spoken by David, "who was regarded 

as righteous beyond others." If Christ was to be called 

truly righteous, it had to be "for no other reason than 

that, as one who was born of a virgin, he was not bound 

in any way by the ordinances against a guilty mode of 

having been begotten." Combining Psalm 51:3 and the 

variant text of John 1:13, Ambrose summarized the re¬ 

lation between sin and the virgin birth of Christ: "Even 

though he assumed the natural substance of this very 

flesh, he was not conceived in iniquity nor born in sin— 

he who was not born of blood nor of the will of the flesh 

nor of the will of a man, but of the Holy Spirit from a 
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virgin.” The prerogative of the virgin birth meant that 

Christ was different from all other men by virtue of his 

having been protected from the "natural taint” of sin. 

But it was a simple and unavoidable logical inversion to 

conclude that those who were conceived and born in the 

normal manner were therefore subject to that taint and 

could not be freed of it except through Christ the virgin- 

born. "That one sin,” said Augustine, "was itself so 

great that by it, in one man, the whole human race was 

originally and, so to say, radically condemned. It can¬ 

not be pardoned and washed away except through 'the 

one mediator between God and men, the man Christ 

Jesus,’ who alone could be born in such a way as not to 

need to be reborn.” 

Another force working in the same direction was in¬ 

fant baptism. Like the virgin birth, infant baptism rested 

on biblical warrants that were somewhat ambiguous: the 

story of Jesus blessing the children in Mark 10:13-16 

and parallels; the formula in the Book of Acts according 

to which a "household” was said to have been baptized; 

the analogy between circumcision in the Old Testament 

and infant baptism in the New. Whatever its origins or 

its spread during the second century, the first incontest¬ 

able evidence for the practice appeared around the end of 

that century, in the writings of Tertullian. Attacking the 

practice as a novelty, he asked: "Why should innocent in¬ 

fancy be in such a hurry to come to the forgiveness of 

sins ? Let them come while they are maturing, while they 

are learning, while they are being taught what it is they 

are coming to. Let them be made Christians when they 

have become able to know Christ.” Tertullian also spoke 

of the fall of Adam in a way that seemed to be "a short 

step ... to the doctrine of original sin.” Adam was called 

"the pioneer of our race and of our sin.” "Man,” he said, 

is condemned to death for having tasted the fruit of one 

miserable tree, and from it proceed sins with their penal¬ 

ties; and now all are perishing who have never even seen 

a single bit of Paradise.” Yet this language about the fall 

stopped short of a genuine doctrine of original sin; in¬ 

deed, Tertullian "could hardly have taken this attitude 

[toward infant baptism] . . . unless he had held lightly to 

the doctrine of original sin.” 

In the writings of Origen, on the other hand, the cus- 
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He maintained that there was "a tradition of the church 

Or.Rom.(PG 14:1047) from the apostles” to administer baptism also to infants. 

But even though it was apostolic, the custom remained 

problematical for him. If infants were completely devoid 

of anything that called for forgiveness and pardon, bap¬ 

tismal grace would seem superfluous. Why, then, was it 

Or.Lev.8.$ (gcs 29:398) the custom of the church to administer baptism to them? 

Attempting to draw together these various considera¬ 

tions, he proposed as a tentative answer: "Infants are 

baptized 'for the remission of sins.’ Of which sins? Or 

at what time have they sinned ? Or how can there exist in 

infants that reason for washing, unless in accordance with 

the idea that no one is clean of filth, not even if his life 

on earth has only been for one day? And because the 

filth of birth is removed by the sacrament of baptism, for 

that reason infants, too, are baptized; for 'unless one is 

born again of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter the 

Or. Luc. 14.-5 {Gcs 49:87-88) kingdom of heaven.’” Although Tertullian seemed to 

have the makings of a doctrine of original sin, he did not 

have its necessary corollary, the practice of infant baptism; 

while Origen, on the other hand, affirmed the apostolic 

origin of infant baptism, he did not formulate an an¬ 

thropology adequate to account for it. 

The achievement of a correlation between the practice 

of infant baptism and the doctrine of original sin was first 

made visible in Cyprian. It had apparently been a custom 

for some parts of the church to baptize infants on the 

eighth day after their birth, but Cyprian insisted that this 

was too long to wait: "If, when they subsequently come 

to believe, forgiveness of sins is granted even to the worst 

transgressors and to those who have sinned much against 

God, and if no one is denied access to baptism and to 

grace; how much less right do we have to deny it to an 

infant, who, having been born recently, has not sinned, 

except in that, being born physically according to Adam, 

he has contracted the contagion of the ancient death by 

his first birth! [The infant] approaches that much more 

easily to the reception of the forgiveness of sins because 

the sins remitted to him are not his own, but those of an- 

Cypr.£/7.64.5 (csel 3:720-21) other.” Cyprian did not in fact elaborate these sentiments 

into a full-scale theory about the origin and the propaga¬ 

tion of "the contagion of the ancient death.” But he did 
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invoke a doctrine of original sin to account for a practice 

about whose apostolic credentials and sacramental validity 

he had no question whatever. 

Augustine, who learned from Ambrose to draw the 

anthropological implications of the doctrine of the virgin 

birth, learned from Cyprian—and specifically from the 

epistle just quoted, which he called Cyprian’s "book on 

the baptism of infants’’—to argue that infant baptism 

proved the presence in infants of a sin that was inevitable, 

but a sin for which they were nevertheless held respon¬ 

sible. "The uniqueness of the remedy’’ in baptism, it 

could be argued, proved "the very depth of evil’’ into 

which mankind had sunk through Adam’s fall, and the 

practice of exorcism associated with the rite of baptism 

was liturgical evidence for the doctrine that children were 

in the clutches of the devil. Cyprian’s teaching showed 

that this view of sin was not an innovation, but "the an¬ 

cient, implanted opinion of the church.” On the basis of 

Cyprian’s discussion of infant baptism and of Ambrose’s 

interpretation of the virgin birth, Augustine could claim 

that "what we hold is the true, the truly Christian, and 

the catholic faith, as it was handed down of old through 

the Sacred Scriptures, and so retained and preserved by 

our fathers and to this very time, in which these men 

have attempted to overthrow it.” This faith he expressed 

in his theology of grace. 

The Paradox of Grace 

In Augustine of Hippo Western Christianity found its 

most influential spokesman, and the doctrine of grace its 

most articulate interpreter. It has been said that although 

he may not have been the greatest of Latin writers, he 

was almost certainly the greatest man who ever wrote 

Latin. In any history of philosophy he must figure promi¬ 

nently; no history of postclassical Latin literature would 

be complete without a chapter on him; and there is prob¬ 

ably no Christian theologian—Eastern or Western, an¬ 

cient or medieval or modern, heretical or orthodox— 

whose historical influence can match his. Any theologian 

who would have written either the Confessions or the 

City of God or On the Trinity would have to be counted 

a major figure in intellectual history. Augustine wrote 

them all, and vastly more. Ele was a universal genius. Yet 

genius is not so rare as all that—and, more importantly, 
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not so pertinent as all that to the history of the develop¬ 

ment of Christian doctrine as that which the church be¬ 

lieves, teaches, and confesses on the basis of the word of 

God. 

It was, however, characteristic of this genius that, more 

perhaps than any other theologian deserving of that am¬ 

biguous designation, he was also a teacher of the church 

in his private writings and individual speculations, and 

this in at least two ways. The theological opinions of 

Augustine were stated in the matrix of the doctrines of 

the church. In his most speculative formulation of Chris¬ 

tian thought, On the Trinity, he was determined to speak 

in the name of catholic orthodoxy: "This is also my faith, 

Aug.rr/w.1.5.7 (ccsl 50:36) inasmuch as this is the catholic faith." Even when they 

exceed the limits of the development that had preceded 

him, some of these opinions (for example, the Filioque, 

the doctrine of the procession of the Holy Spirit from 

the Father and the Son rather than only from the Father) 

went on to set the lines for the doctrinal history that was 

to follow him. Other theories (for example, his doctrine 

See pp. 327-29 below of double predestination) were repudiated in later gen¬ 

erations, but even the repudiation was formulated in 

Augustinian terms. In a manner and to a degree unique 

for any Christian thinker outside the New Testament, 

Augustine has determined the form and the content of 

church doctrine for most of Western Christian history. 

The role of Augustine in the evolution of Christian 

thought and teaching affected the history of every doc¬ 

trine and was not confined to the issue of nature and 

grace, which has been so inseparably associated with his 

name. Augustine’s City of God is the logical treatise with 

which to conclude any study of the history of early Chris¬ 

tian apologetics, for in it he caught up most of the themes 

of his Greek and Latin predecessors and synthesized them 

into a grand historical design. Although his trinitarian 

speculations, especially the Filioque, represented any¬ 

thing but a dogma of the universal church, they do form 

so integral a part of the history of the doctrine of the 

Trinity in Christian antiquity that any narrative of that 

history is obliged to deal with them repeatedly. And his 

reflections on the person and work of Jesus Christ sig¬ 

nificantly shaped the entire Western christological 

method and thus contributed to the dogmatic settlement 

at Chalcedon. Almost anywhere one touches the history 
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of early Christian doctrine, Augustine is there either as a 

synthesizer or as a creator or as both. Almost no doctrinal 

emphasis was alien to him. 

Yet the Latin church was correct when it designated him 

not only a doctor of the church,” but specifically the 

"doctor of grace.” For if there was a doctrinal accent that 

bound together most of what he said and wrote, it was di¬ 

vine grace. As Albert C. Outler has well said, "The central 

theme in all Augustine’s writings is the sovereign God of 

grace and the sovereign grace of God. Grace, for Augus¬ 

tine, is God s freedom to act without any external neces¬ 

sity whatsoever—to act in love beyond human understand- 

ing or control; to act in creation, judgment, and redemp¬ 

tion; to give his Son freely as Mediator and Redeemer; to 

endue the Church with the indwelling power and guid¬ 

ance of the Holy Spirit; to shape the destinies of all crea¬ 

tion and the ends of the two human societies, the 'city of 

earth and the city of God.’ Grace is God’s unmerited 

love and favor, prevenient and occurrent. It touches man’s 

inmost heart and will. It guides and impels the pilgrim¬ 

age of those called to be faithful. It draws and raises the 

soul to repentance, faith, and praise. It transforms the 

human will so that it is capable of doing good. It relieves 

man’s religious anxiety by forgiveness and the gift of 

hope. It establishes the ground of Christian humility by 

abolishing the ground of human pride. God’s grace be¬ 

came incarnate in Jesus Christ, and it remains immanent 

in the Holy Spirit in the Church.” 

The grace of God was sovereign because God was 

sovereign. His creatures might accept his will or defy it, 

but that did not threaten his sovereignty; for "however 

strong the wills either of angels or of men, whether good 

or evil, whether they will what God wills or will some¬ 

thing else, the will of the Omnipotent is always unde¬ 

feated. The wisdom and power of God were such that 

even the evil deeds of evil men in defiance of his will 

eventually contributed to the achievement of his good 

and just purposes. The very name Omnipotent meant 

simply that God had the power to do everything he 

willed. It was above all in the mystery of creation that 

divine sovereignty made itself evident. Heaven and earth 

were subject to change and decay because they had been 

made out of nothing. "We exist,” they would have to 

say, only because we have been made; we did not exist 
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before we came to be so that we could have made our¬ 

selves.” Among the creatures, man was preeminently the 

object of the Creator’s gracious intent. His creation was 

an act of sheer grace. "But unless grace is gratis, it is not 

grace. . . . Therefore man was made upright in such a way 

that he could not have remained in that uprightness with¬ 

out divine help.” For the Creator, there could not be a 

distinction between his being and his life, nor between 

either of these and his understanding, nor between any of 

these and his state of blessedness; "but for him to live, to 

understand, to be blessed—these are to be,” as the Pla¬ 

tonic philosophers had already understood. 

Such references as these to the Platonic tradition sug¬ 

gest the possibility that "Augustine’s doctrine of grace is 

merely a consequence of his Neoplatonism and of the 

concept of God that emerged from this, in which the 

idea of absolute causality and omnipotence is raised to 

a position of greater importance than the Father’s love.” 

Especially in his early writings Augustine seemed to 

identify the biblical doctrine of God as Creator with 

"what Plato and Plotinus have said about God.” He 

himself quoted Simplicianus, one of his early mentors in 

the gospel, as advising him that "in the Platonists, at 

every turn, the pathway led to belief in God and in his 

word.” On the basis of these early writings it has been 

claimed that "morally as well as intellectually, he was 

converted to Neoplatonism rather than to the gospel.” It 

is appropriate here to observe how consistently Platonic 

was Augustine’s early doctrine of knowledge in the soul, 

which identified the work of Christ as the divine teacher 

with the idea of recollection (avd^vyat?), so that "we do 

not consult a speaker who utters sounds to the outside, 

but a truth that presides within. . . . Christ, who is said 

to dwell in the inner man—he it is who teaches.” It would 

require only "the change of a few words and sentiments” 

for Plato and his followers to "become Christians.” Nev¬ 

ertheless, the doctrine of God in another of Augustine’s 

mentors, the Neoplatonist and Christian Marius Victo- 

rinus, must make us hesitate before accepting any simplis¬ 

tic view of Augustine’s conversion. For even in Vic- 

torinus, philosophical doctrines of God, including 

Neoplatonic doctrines, were set into contrast with the 

doctrine of Scripture, which "both declares that he is God 

and that there is nothing before him—he who combines 
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in himself both being and activity [qui et id est quod 

est esse et id quod operari]. This is the God whom 

we confess and worship.” Neither in Victorinus nor a 

fortiori in Augustine was there a mere identification of 

Christianity with Neoplatonism; rather, a study of the 

early treatises suggests "that Augustine in 386 accepted 

Christianity without reservation and in opposition to the 

Neo-Platonist, Porphyry, who had most helped him, per¬ 

haps, at this stage. At the same time he looked to Neo- 

Platonism for help in the understanding of problems.” 

The ancestry of Augustine’s doctrine on the sovereignty 

of the God of grace cannot be ascribed to Plotinus or 

Porphyry without taking into account the biblical view 

of God as Creator, which formed a major preoccupation 

of his thought, not only in his several commentaries on 

Genesis, but throughout his works. For "while Plotinus 

sees the process [of creation] beginning in the hierarchy 

of 'things divine’ and completing itself in the external 

world of sense, Augustine draws his line firmly and 

finally between the one Maker and the many things 

made.” It is quite another question whether this doctrine 

of the Creator was determined in its fundamental content 

by the christocentric perspective which Augustine es¬ 

poused in principle. When he came to speak of the 

divine essence, it was usually defined in relation to abso¬ 

luteness and impassibility rather than on the basis of the 

active involvement of God in creation and redemption. 

Biblical language that spoke about this involvement, as, 

for example, Exodus 20:3, "I the Lord your God am a 

jealous God,” was an analogy and an accommodation to 

the childish understanding of men; "but Scripture rarely 

uses terms which are spoken unmetaphorically [proprie] 

about God and which are not found in any creature,” as 

it did in Exodus 3:14. Book 4 of On the Trinity was 

given over to an extensive dissertation on the saving ef¬ 

fect of the incarnation and death of Christ. But even this 

was connected to the preceding book by the statement 

that "the essence of God, by which he is, has nothing 

changeable” in it, and was connected to the following 

book by the declaration that "he who is God is the only 

unchangeable substance or essence, to whom certainly 

being itself [ipsum esse], from which the noun 'essence’ 

comes, most especially and truly belongs.” The dogma of 

the Trinity and the drama of the redemption must be in- 

Aug.Twz.5.2.3 (CCSL 50:208) 
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terpreted in a manner that would be consistent with this 

a priori definition of the deity of God. Neoplatonic ele¬ 

ments were unmistakably present in this definition, but 

in setting it forth Augustine believed himself to be—and 

he was—expressing the catholic creed. 

What was distinctive about his version of that creed 

was his awareness of the sovereignty of divine power and 

divine grace. This awareness took the form of a 

doctrine of predestination more thoroughgoing than that 

of any major orthodox thinker since Paul. He defined 

predestination as "God’s arrangement of his future works 

in his prescience, which cannot be deceived and changed.” 

As part of the apologetics in his City of God, Augustine 

sought to distinguish the Christian-Pauline understanding 

of predestination from pagan fatalism, arguing that the 

decisions of the human will were part of the "order of 

causes” included in the divine prescience. But even in 

this book he came eventually to include the human will 

in the order of effects of the divine predestination; for 

"according to that will of his [God’s] which is as eternal 

as his prescience, certainly he has already done in heaven 

and on earth all the things that he has willed—-not only 

things past and present, but even things still future.” 

In some ways more important than the relation between 

prescience and predestination was the connection between 

predestination and grace; the only difference between 

them was that predestination was the preparation for 

grace, while grace was the bestowal of the gift itself. Since 

grace was sovereign, those whom God had predestined 

would be saved. "As the one who is supremely good, he 

made good use of evil deeds, for the damnation of those 

whom he had justly predestined to punishment and for 

the salvation of those whom he had kindly predestined to 

grace.” Even in the case of the damned, the omnipotence 

of God achieved its purpose and the will of God was done 

on earth as it is in heaven. Why then did God create those 

whose fall he foreknew? To manifest his wrath and to 

demonstrate his power. Human history was the arena for 

this demonstration, in which the "two societies of men” 

were predestined, the one to reign eternally with God and 

the other to undergo eternal suffering with the devil. But 

double predestination applied not only to the city of God 

and the city of earth, but also to individuals. Some were 

predestined to eternal life, others to eternal death; and 
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among these latter were infants who died without bap¬ 

tism. 

Therefore "the doctrine of double predestination, to 

heaven and to hell, has . . . the last word in the theology 

of Augustine.” It was an inescapable corollary of his view 

of God the Creator as the sovereign God of grace. Even 

in his most explicit statements about double predestina¬ 

tion, however, Augustine spoke of that grace as a mystery. 

He preferred ignorance to rashness, as he said in the 

passage just cited about the damnation of infants. It was 

ultimately an unfathomable mystery why one should re¬ 

ceive grace and another should not receive it, when 

neither of them deserved to receive it. The words of 

Romans 11:33 were his consistent reply to those who 

wanted the mystery resolved. And "if this answer dis¬ 

pleases someone, let him seek more learned [theologians], 

but let him beware lest he find [more] presumptuous 

ones!” It was not appropriate to attempt to discern the 

intention of God from the external and observable facts 

of human behavior. The basis of eternal predestination 

was not human merit, but divine grace; and even in the 

case of those who were predestined to damnation, the will 

of God was good and just, for they received the damna¬ 

tion which they—and the saved as well—deserved. But 

this led back to the sovereignty of grace, which was the 

real stumbling block to the gainsayer. "What men object 

to is gratuitous and sovereign grace: and to this no addi¬ 

tional difficulty is added by the necessary assumption that 

it was foreknown and prepared for from eternity.” 

Underlying this theory of predestination and this defi¬ 

nition of grace was not only a doctrine of God as the 

omnipotent and sovereign Creator whose will was always 

accomplished, but also a doctrine of man as the fallen and 

sinful creature whose will had been turned against God. 

Man had been created with the ability not to sin (posse 

non peccare) and not to die, although not with the in¬ 

ability to sin (non posse peccare) and to die. Adam 

"lived in Paradise as he wanted to, and for as long as he 

wanted what God had commanded. He lived enjoying 

God, from whom, the Good, he also was good; and he 

lived without lacking anything, having it in his power 

to live this way forever.” To this end Adam had been en¬ 

dowed with the qualities requisite to being human, such 
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as rationality, as well as with the special gifts of grace 

necessary for obeying the will of God. "He did not need 

grace to receive good, because he had not yet lost it; but 

to abide in it he needed the aid of grace [adjutorium 

gratiae}, without which he could not do this at all.” 

Adam had the grace of God in great measure, but not 

as sinners have it today. The grace given to him did not 

include a confirmed perseverance in good, but the choice 

between good and evil was left to the decision of his free 

will. The angels, too, were created in such a way that the 

same act of creation that constituted their nature endowed 

them with grace; but they also were capable of falling. 

Yet this did not imply that the creation of man was any¬ 

thing other than "very good.” Even the tree whose mortal 

taste caused man to fall was not blameworthy in itself, but 

good. Against any disparagement of the creation or of 

the Creator Augustine insisted that "being is good simply 

because it is being [esse qua esse bonum est]”; therefore 

the sinner was of God insofar as he was a living creature, 

and not of God insofar as he was a sinner. The grace 

given to Adam in the state of integrity was the grace of 

innocence, but not yet the grace of perfection: innocence 

was appropriate to the alpha-point of human history, but 

perfection could come only at the omega-point. 

Adam lost this grace of innocence through his fall into 

sin. He fell when his soul refused to obey God and when, 

as a result of the disobedience in his soul, his body also 

disobeyed. The body was the instrument of the disobedi¬ 

ence, not its source. Yet once the disobedience had taken 

place, the body also became its bearer-and its transmitter. 

For in the sin of Adam the entire human race sinned. In 

Augustine’s Latin Bible Romans 5:12 read: "Sin came 

into the world, and death through sin, and so death spread 

to all men, through one man, in whom all men sinned 

[in quo omnes peccaverunt}.” Although this last clause 

really meant "because [ecf>\o'} all men sinned,” the trans¬ 

lation "in whom all men sinned” had led an earlier West- 

tern theologian to conclude that "all have sinned in 

Adam, as it were in the mass, for he himself was cor¬ 

rupted by sin, and all whom he begot were born under 

sin.” Quoting these words, Augustine insisted that "all 

men are understood to have sinned in that first man, be¬ 

cause all men were in him when he sinned.” Just how they 
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were in Adam and sinned in Adam, he usually explained 

by referring to the "carnal begetting” by which their lives 

began. For "by the begetting of the flesh . . . that sin is 

contracted which is original” as distinguished from that 

which a man committed himself. Sin and death had been 

transmitted to all men from one man "by the propaga¬ 

tion” of the human race. A variant reading of Luke 

20:34, "The sons of this age beget and are begotten,” 

meant that even Christian parents begot "sons of this 

present age,” who were born of the lust of the flesh and 

to whom therefore its contagion was passed on. Because 

it was transmitted by natural propagation, original sin 

was as universal and inevitable as life itself. "Behold,” 

wrote Augustine in summary, "what harm the disobedi¬ 

ence of the will has inflicted on human nature! Let him 

be permitted to pray that he may be healed [orare sinatur, 

ut sanetur]. Why should he presume so much on the ca¬ 

pacity of his nature^ It is wounded, hurt, damaged, de¬ 

stroyed. It needs a true confession, not a false defense. It 

needs the grace of God, not that it may be created, but 

that it may be restored.” 

The use of such a term as "destroyed” rather than only 

"damaged” to describe human nature after the fall of 

Adam could lead to the impression that as a result of sin 

man had ceased being man and was now being created, 

at least partly, in the image of the devil rather than in the 

image of God. Such had been Augustine’s personal belief 

during the nearly nine years that he was a Manichean. 

For the Manicheans had taught that the begetting of men 

took place in the "madness and intemperance” of sexual 

lust and that therefore it was blasphemous to suppose 

that "God forms us according to his own image” through 

the madness and lust of our parents. Augustine’s theory 

of the transmission of sin from generation to generation 

through "carnal begetting,” as though this were some sort 

of venereal disease, seemed suspiciously reminiscent of 

the Manichean doctrine, enough so to prompt the charge 

of one of his contemporaries that "anyone who defends 

[the doctrine of] original evil is a thoroughgoing Mani¬ 

chean.” For Augustine as an orthodox Christian, the 

image of God had not been lost through the fall and 

man had not ceased being God’s good creature: God 

created man according to his image, "not as regards the 
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possession of a body and of physical life, but as regards 

the possession of a rational mind by which to know God.” 

He distinguished his view of innate and radical evil from 

the Manichean by holding two doctrines together which 

the Manicheans (as well as the Pelagians) treated as 

mutually contradictory. Man had "a good creation but a 

corrupt propagation, confessing for his goods a most ex¬ 

cellent Creator and seeking for his evils a most merciful 

Redeemer.” The nature of man as a creature of God re¬ 

mained even after the fall into sin, which, as a turning 

away from God to evil, did not mean the creation of an¬ 

other and evil nature but the corruption of that nature 

which had already been created good; for "although 

there was a fault present in nature, yet nature was not 

itself a fault.” It still possessed life, senses, and intellect 

as gifts of the Creator. And therefore man was neither 

created in the image of the devil nor degraded to the level 

of the brutes. "For man has such excellence [even after 

the fall] in comparison with the brute that what is a fault 

in man is nature in the brute. Still man’s nature is not 

changed into the nature of the brute. God, therefore, 

condemns man because of the fault by which his nature 

is disgraced, not because of his nature, which is not abol¬ 

ished through its fault.” 

Nature had not been destroyed, but it had been gravely 

wounded and needed to be healed by divine grace, which 

had been lost in the fall but was now restored in Christ. 

Grace was more than nature, more than free will, more 

even than the forgiveness of sins and the gift of God’s 

commandments; it was the divinely given power to avoid 

and conquer sin. There were very few biblical passages 

which Augustine quoted more frequently or more fer¬ 

vently than Romans 3:3: "The love of God has been shed 

abroad in our hearts by the Holy Spirit, who has been 

given to us.” Neither free will of itself nor instruction in 

the law and will of God would suffice to achieve righ¬ 

teousness, for free will was good only for sinning unless 

a man knew the law, and even after he knew it he still 

lacked a love for it and a delight in it; this came only 

through the love of God shed abroad, "not by the free 

will whose spring is in ourselves, but through the Holy 

Spirit.” The traditional picture of Christ as the physician 

and of salvation as divine healing was incorporated into 
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Augustine’s doctrine of grace. Christ "took up sinners to 

heal and restore them . . . being himself physician and 

medicine both in one." This grace was not based upon any 

preceding merit or works of man; for man could not love 

God unless God first loved him, and he could not have 

any merits when he did not yet love God. The love of 

God shed abroad, or grace, brought it about "not only 

that we learn to know what ought to be done, but also 

that we do what we have learned." Grace, then, preceded 

and followed man’s life of love: preceded it in order that 

we might be healed, followed it that we might become 

healthy and strong. The doctrine of preceding (or pre- 

venient) grace was most clearly seen in the baptism of 

infants, who in receiving grace had no will, no preceding 

merit; for if they had, grace would no longer be grace. As 

this was true of infants, who lacked not only merit but 

actual sin as well, it was true even more of adults, for 

whom both original and actual sin had to be remitted by 

grace. 

In Augustine’s theology of grace infant baptism 

proved not only the universal necessity of grace, but also 

the objective mediation of grace. If the grace of God 

was sovereign in its predestinating efficacy, God could 

not be said to be absolutely bound by the church and the 

sacraments; but he was bound to them. The mystery of 

grace was not resolved by simply determining who be¬ 

longed to the external fellowship of the church or who 

had been baptized. It was necessary to "distinguish the 

visible holy sacrament, which can exist both in the good 

and in the bad . . . from the invisible unction of charity, 

which is the peculiar property of the good.” Yet the same 

mystery that precluded empirical judgments about who 

was or was not predestined also obliged the believer to 

wait upon the ordinances of the church; for the prescience 

and the predestination of God extended not only to the 

end he had in view, the salvation of the elect, but also to 

the means whose bestowal made possible a righteous life. 

Therefore the doctrine of predestination, even of double 

predestination, did not undercut the sacramental doctrine 

of Augustine, as it has that of some theologians. His doc¬ 

trine of the church was more seriously affected by his view 

of predestination than was his doctrine of the sacraments. 

It was by no means self-evident that those who "partici¬ 

pate physically in the sacraments” were to be regarded as 
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members of the body of Christ, the church. For "in the 

ineffable prescience of God, many who seem to be on the 

outside are in fact on the inside, and many who seem to 

be on the inside are nevertheless in fact on the outside"; 

therefore the true church consisted of "the fixed number 

of the saints predestined before the foundation of the 

world," even though some of them were now wallowing 

in heresy or vice. These belonged to the city of God, pre¬ 

destined and elected by grace, aliens here below but citi¬ 

zens above. When the church was defined this way, it 

was valid to say that God had none who were outside the 

communion of the church. 

This definition of the church as the "number of the 

predestined" was to figure prominently in the polemics of 

the late Middle Ages and the Reformation against the 

institutional church, but in Augustine’s theology it had 

precisely the opposite function. It enabled him to accept 

a distinction between the members of the empirical catho¬ 

lic church and the company of those who would be saved, 

while at the same time he insisted that the empirical cath¬ 

olic church was the only one in which salvation was dis¬ 

pensed; "for it is the church that gives birth to all." Al¬ 

though God predestined, "we, on the basis of what each 

man is right now, inquire whether today they are to be 

counted as members of the church." It was to the church 

as now constituted that one was to look for grace, for 

guidance, and for authority. Those who accepted "the 

authority of the Scriptures as preeminent" should also 

acknowledge "that authority which from the time of the 

[earthly] presence of Christ, through the dispensation of 

the apostles and through a regular succession of bishops in 

their seats, has been preserved to our own day throughout 

the world.” This authority of orthodox catholic Chris¬ 

tendom, "inaugurated by miracles, nourished by hope, en¬ 

larged by charity, established by antiquity," was so power¬ 

ful as even to validate the very authority of the Bible. 

"For my part," Augustine declared, "I should not believe 

the gospel except as moved by the authority of the catho¬ 

lic church." At the same time, he distinguished sharply 

between the authority of the Bible, which never needed 

to be corrected but only obeyed, and that of later bishops, 

who needed to be corrected by it. Someone who failed to 

support his position from the Bible "need not detain us 

very long." But between the authority of the Bible and 
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the authority of the catholic church (which was present 

within, but was more than, the authority of its several 

bishops past and present) there could not in a real sense 

be any contradiction. Here one could find repose in "the 

resting place of authority," not in the unknown quantity 

of the company of the elect, but in the institution of sal¬ 

vation that could claim foundation by Christ and succes¬ 

sion from the apostles. 

In that institution of salvation the principal channels 

of grace were the sacraments. It was characteristic of any 

religious society, whether true or false, that in it men were 

gathered together by "a sharing of signs or visible sacra¬ 

ments [aliquo signaculorum vel sacramentorum visibilium 

consortio]”; these were of inestimable importance, for 

without them piety could not be made perfect. This ap¬ 

plied in a special sense to the church, which maintained 

as part of its tradition that no one could be admitted to its 

altar unless he had been baptized. Echoing the under¬ 

standing set forth by Tertullian, Augustine ascribed to 

baptism the traditional effects: a washing away of "abso¬ 

lutely all sins, whether of deeds or words or thoughts, 

whether original or added, whether committed uncon¬ 

sciously or permitted consciously"; the assurance that 

"one may hope for an unending life when he dies"; a 

regeneration through "the washing of regeneration,” as 

a beginning of complete and eternal regeneration; and 

the gift of the Holy Spirit, even though it was also true 

that "it is possible for baptism to exist without the [Holy] 

Spirit." All of these effects were conferred through bap¬ 

tism on infants, who could not have either the kingdom 

of heaven or eternal life "if they do not have the Son 

[of God], whom they are able to have only through his 

baptism." Therefore the church did not shrink from call¬ 

ing them worthy of the title "believer," which no truly 

faithful Christian would be willing to deny them. The 

words of Jesus to Nicodemus in John 3:5, amplified by 

the words of Paul in Titus 3:5, meant that "no one can 

enter into the kingdom of God unless he has been bathed 

in the washing of regeneration." The Punic Christians of 

Augustine’s North Africa "very fittingly call baptism 

nothing else than 'salvation,’ and the sacrament of the 

body of Christ nothing else than 'life.’ ” 

Augustine’s doctrine about "the sacrament of the body 

in Christ" was less explicit than his doctrine about bap- 
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tism, not because he spoke of it less often (though he 

probably did), but because he did not specify its content 

with equal detail. Even those interpreters of Augustine 

who maintain that he taught the real presence of the body 

and blood of Christ in the Eucharist so explicitly that his 

language is "inexplicable unless he not only employed 

realistic formulas, but understood them in a realistic way" 

have been obliged to acknowledge that "certain formulas 

are found in Augustine which can hardly be explained 

easily." It was certainly "realistic language" when Augus¬ 

tine, speaking of miracles performed by angels, drew a 

parallel with the presence of the body and blood of Christ 

on the altar. The presence in the sacrament was suffi¬ 

ciently "objective” to imply that Judas, as well as more 

recent unworthy communicants, received "the body of the 

Lord and the blood of the Lord nonetheless." In the in¬ 

carnation Christ "took upon himself earth from earth, 

because flesh is from the earth, and he received flesh from 

the flesh of Mary. . . . He walked here in that very flesh 

and gave us that very flesh to eat for our salvation." But 

in the same paragraph he went on to paraphrase John 

6:63 to mean: "Understand spiritually what I have 

said. You are not to eat this body which you see, nor to 

drink that blood which will be shed by those who are to 

crucify me." Augustine’s famous formula, "Why are 

you preparing your teeth and your stomach ? Believe, and 

you have already eaten," does not, in its context, seem to 

have been referring specifically to the Eucharist; but 

shortly thereafter he does seem to have had it in mind 

when he asserted that Christ, in "explaining what it 

means to eat his body and to drink his blood," intended 

that "for a man to eat this food and to drink this drink 

means to abide in Christ and to have Christ abiding in 

him.” Similarly, he could speak of "the figure [figura] 

of his body and blood” as the content of what Christ had 

committed and delivered to his disciples in the institution 

of the Lord’s Supper. 

It is incorrect, therefore, to attribute to Augustine 

either a scholastic doctrine of transubstantiation or a 

Protestant doctrine of symbolism, for he taught neither— 

or both—and both were able to cite his authority. It is 

scarcely less idle to debate whether Augustine counted 

seven sacraments, as the scholastics eventually did, or 

only two, as Protestants did. He used the term "sacra- 
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mentum” more or less synonymously with "signum” and 

"signaculum.” A sign was "a thing which, over and above 

the impression it makes on the senses, causes something 

else to come into the mind as a consequence of itself”; 

but when signs pertained to divine things, they were 

called sacraments. The Lord’s Prayer, for example, could 

be called a sacrament. What was important about the 

sacraments was neither their definition nor their number, 

but their divinely appointed function as conveyers of 

grace. "There is no other valid means of making Chris¬ 

tians and remitting sins, except by causing men to be¬ 

come believers by the institution of Christ and the church, 

and through the sacraments,” and "no man can hope for 

either salvation or eternal life without baptism and the 

Lord’s body and blood.” 

To interpret Augustine as a partisan of either scholastic 

or Protestant doctrine about grace and the means of grace 

would resolve the inconsistencies of his thought and lan¬ 

guage, but it would also resolve the paradox of grace. The 

sovereignty of grace, with its inevitable corollary in the 

doctrine of predestination, could make the means of grace 

incidental to the achievement of the divine purpose. The 

necessity of grace, with its recognition that even the vir¬ 

tues of the ungodly did not secure eternal life, could rela- 

tivize the demand for a righteous life and sever the moral 

nerve. The mediation of grace, with its emphasis on the 

obligation to attend upon the services and sacraments of 

the church, could substitute a righteousness based on 

works of piety for a righteousness based on works of 

morality. Each of these possibilities was present in the 

theology of Augustine, and each has manifested itself in 

the subsequent history of Augustinism. But Augustine 

managed to hold together what Augustinians have often 

tended to separate. In his piety and preaching, if not al¬ 

ways in his theology, the paradox of grace as sovereign, 

as necessary, and as mediated transcended the alternatives 

inherent in it. And so he could write: "By the law is the 

knowledge of sin, by faith the acquisition of grace against 

sin, by grace the healing of the soul from the fault 

of sin, by the health of the soul the freedom of the 

will, by free will the love of righteousness, by love of 

righteousness the accomplishment of the law. Thus as the 

law is not made void but established through faith, since 

faith obtains the grace by which the law is fulfilled; so 
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free will is not made void but established through grace, 

since grace cures the will, by which righteousness is loved 

freely.” These disparate elements could be held together 

because "all the stages which I have here connected to¬ 

gether in their successive links have severally their proper 

voices in the sacred Scriptures,” and Augustine sought to 

be as comprehensive as the Scriptures themselves. He 

acknowledged the limitations of theology as an expres¬ 

sion of this comprehensiveness. The speculation and 

polemics of his book on the Trinity could, he said, be 

"better concluded with a prayer than with a disputation.” 

Yet in his theology, too, this was the goal, and it was 

especially in the course of theological disputation that he 

was compelled to examine and defend, but also to refine 

and develop, his view both of grace and of the means of 

grace. 

Grace and Perfection 

The outline of Augustine’s teaching on grace just pre¬ 

sented could give an impression of greater consistency 

and of a more symmetrical structure than were in fact the 

case. When pressed in controversy, he himself sometimes 

claimed that from the time of his conversion he had al¬ 

ways taught as he was teaching now. But there were many 

inconsistencies and changes in his thought. His own Re¬ 

tractations, written about four years before his death, 

contained not only a defense of many of his works, but 

also a correction of various ideas and formulations that 

had appeared in them. Even in the heat of battle he dis¬ 

claimed any desire "to think or say that my writings are 

free from every kind of error,” and he admitted having 

previously been in error on so vital an issue as whether 

faith was a gift of God or not. He changed his mind on 

many questions as a result of more careful examination; 

"it is characteristic of Augustine that every new stage of 

his development is inaugurated by a renewed and 

deepened study of Scripture.” But no less potent a force 

in the refinement of his thought were the various theolo¬ 

gical controversies, large and small, in which he became 

involved. He recognized that a personal polemic could 

make it almost impossible "to engage without bitterness 

in the discussion of scriptural doctrine”; but he also 

exhorted heretics to join him in a search for truth "as if 

it were unknown to both of us,” and he knew from the Aug.Ep.fund.3 (CSEL 25 :195 ) 
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Bible that there had to be heresies in the world "so that 

we might be instructed among our enemies.” 

Of the many "heresies” against which Augustine de¬ 

fended the Catholic faith, the two most virulent were 

Donatism and Pelagianism, both of which dealt with 

the doctrine of grace, and specifically with the relation 

between grace and perfection. Donatism charged that 

the mediation of grace through the church and the sacra¬ 

ments was vitiated when the administrator of the 

sacraments had lost his Christian perfection through a 

serious fall into sin. Pelagianism maintained that man 

still faced the same choice faced by Adam between sin 

and perfection, and that therefore grace was helpful, but 

not necessary in the sense in which Augustine taught. 

Chronologically, the two controversies scarcely overlapped 

at all. Augustine’s case against Donatism had been 

stated fully and repeatedly and had become official church 

teaching at the Conference of Carthage in May 411, and 

the first of his many treatises against Pelagianism, On 

the Merits and the Remission of Sins, was written in 411 

or 412. Not only chronologically, but also logically, the 

connection between the two controversies was tenuous. 

'The doctrine of sin and grace and the doctrine of the 

church developed in complete independence of each 

other. ... In the books that were composed before the 

beginning of the Donatist controversy ... the church is 

nowhere emphasized as the sphere of salvation in a special 

sense; nowhere in the anti-Donatist writings is the doc¬ 

trine of original sin employed in a special way in the 

interest of the doctrine of the church.” There was a 

striking lack of cross-references between the two. Of the 

handful of references to Donatism in the anti-Pelagian 

writings, there appears to have been only one that drew 

a significant parallel: "Pelagius was accused of having 

said: 'The church here [on earth] is without spot or 

wrinkle.’ It was on this very issue that the Donatists, too, 

were constantly in conflict with us at our conference. In 

their case, we used to lay special stress on the mixture 

of evil men with the good, like that of the chaff with the 

wheat, an idea to which we were led by the metaphor of 

the threshing floor. We might apply the same illustration 

in answer to our present opponents [the Pelagians].” 

The relation between grace and perfection was differ¬ 

ently defined, and differently debated, in Augustine’s 
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polemics against Donatism than it was in his polemics 

against Pelagianism. Beyond the many questions of 

church organization, religious persecution, and even social 

and tribal rivalry raised by Donatism, the central doc¬ 

trinal question was: What is the causal connection be¬ 

tween grace and perfection, or between the unity of the 

church and the holiness of the church? The Donatist 

answer to the question was simple and, at least upon 

first examination, consistent. "By doing violence to that 

which is holy," said Petilian, "you cut asunder the bond 

of unity." Donatism was no less insistent than Augustine 

that there could be only one church. The Donatists also 

laid claim to the title "catholic,” which they denied to 

anyone else. But they made the unity and the catholicity 

of the church contingent upon its prior holiness. There¬ 

fore they demanded that the church be purged of those 

among its clergy and bishops who had been guilty of be¬ 

traying the faith under persecution. Only that church was 

a true church in which the "communion of saints" was 

a communion of genuine, perfect saints. And the only 

church that met this qualification was the Donatist com¬ 

munity; it alone had true unity, for it alone had true 

holiness. Likewise, it alone had the sacraments. "There 

is," said one Donatist bishop, "one baptism, which be¬ 

longs to the church; and where there is no church, there 

cannot be any baptism either.” The moral pollution of 

the church’s bishops by the mortal sin of apostasy in¬ 

validated the ordinations they performed, canceled the 

efficacy of the baptism administered by their clergy, de¬ 

prived the church of its requisite holiness, and thereby 

brought on the fall of the church. In the name of this 

demand for holiness, the Donatists felt obliged to separate 

themselves from the vast body of those who called them¬ 

selves catholic Christians; for there could be no fellow¬ 

ship between the church of Christ (the Donatists) and 

the synagogue of Satan (the catholics). 

One answer that Augustine addressed to this charge 

was to emphasize the mystery of predestination, by which 

some who were not empirically part of the one church 

"already are what they are to be eventually." It was part 

of his doctrine of predestination that here and now Chris¬ 

tians were to look for signs that someone did or did not 

belong to the true church, in which grace was dispensed. 

But the holiness and perfection of clergy and bishops 
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could not be such a sign, as the North African tradition 

believed. Almost two dozen times in the space of a few 

chapters of his treatise against Petilian the Donatist, 

Augustine asked: "If the conscience of the one who gives 

in holiness is what we look to, what means are to be found 

to cleanse someone who receives baptism when the 

conscience of the giver has been polluted without the 

knowledge of the one who is to receive the sacrament 

at his hands ? Until the end of history and the conquest 

of death, "the time will not come for the church as a 

whole when it will be utterly without spot or wrinkle or 

any such thing.” Therefore no one could become perfect 

and holy "so long as he is separated from the unity of 

the body” of Christ. And so, "as there is in the catholic 

church something that is not catholic, so there may be 

something that is catholic outside the catholic church.” 

Neither the presence of unholiness in the empirical cath¬ 

olic church nor the possibility of righteousness apart from 

it could excuse the enemies of Christian unity through¬ 

out the world for perpetuating the schism. 

At the same time, the possession of catholic unity did 

not excuse the church from the responsibility of working 

toward that degree of perfection which it was possible for 

grace to create under the conditions of historical exis¬ 

tence. Augustine did not want his words to be taken to 

mean that church discipline should be set aside and 

that everyone should be permitted to act just as he pleases 

without any control over him.” In opposition to various 

specific charges of immorality among catholic bishops, 

Augustine maintained that the Donatist accusations re¬ 

mained unsubstantiated; in fact, that the large number of 

deposed bishops and clergy who had been suspended by 

the catholic church for various sins was proof of the 

excommunication still being practiced by "constant, 

diligent, and prudent ministers of Christ.” But in effect 

Augustine assigned excommunication—and thus the 

question of the morality of the members of the church, 

including its bishops and clergy—to the area of discipline 

rather than of doctrine. Private or public sins were in¬ 

deed harmful to the church. But the loss of personal per¬ 

fection by a bishop did not invalidate the grace being 

mediated by his sacraments, for, strictly speaking, they 

were not his sacraments at all but belonged to the church 

and to Christ. The church had not fallen and baptism 
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had not fallen and baptism had not been destroyed, even 

though that baptism was administered by a fallen bishop. 

The universal church went on praying in the Lord’s 

Prayer: "Forgive us our debts.” 

The perfection and holiness of the church was not the 

holiness of its individual members or clergy, but the 

holiness of the grace dispensed in its sacraments. As 

Optatus, Augustine’s predecessor in anti-Donatist polem¬ 

ics, formulated the argument, "the church is one, and its 

holiness is produced by the sacraments. It is not to be 

considered on the basis of the pride of individuals.” 

Augustine was quite prepared to carry this point to its 

logical consequences. Baptism "belongs to Christ, regard¬ 

less of who may give it.” He preferred to leave certain 

casuistic questions to the decision of a regional or an 

ecumenical council; but if he were pressed for his own 

opinion, he "would not hesitate to say that all men 

possess baptism who have received it in any place, from 

any sort of man, just so long as it was consecrated with 

the words of the Gospel and was received by them with¬ 

out deceit and with some degree of faith.” This interpre¬ 

tation made the holiness of the church objective and 

divine, a gift of sacramental grace that transcended the 

perfection of the minister and even of the recipient; 

"the genuineness and holiness of the sacrament [does not 

depend upon} what the recipient of the sacrament believes 

and with what faith he is imbued.” In other words, per¬ 

fection as a moral condition was not constitutive of the 

church, but was derivative from its ground in the grace 

of God. 

Unity, on the other hand, was not the final result of 

a long process of growth, but the immediate and neces¬ 

sary corollary of grace. "If baptism is the sacrament of 

grace while the grace itself is the abolition of sins, then 

the grace of baptism is not present among heretics [al¬ 

though baptism is}. Thus there is one baptism and one 

church, just as there is one faith.” The one sin that 

threatened the church was not the adultery or even the 

private apostasy of a bishop, but schism. Punning on the 

Latin word "traditor,” which meant "one who hands 

over,” whether as a traitor or as a transmitter, Augustine 

argued that the true successor of Judas the traitor, "who 

delivered up Christ,” was not the bishop who in time of 

persecution had handed over a Bible to Roman soldiers, 
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but someone "who had not given himself up to Christ in 

company with the whole world’’ and who therefore was 

a genuine "traditor,” that is, one who had betrayed the 

catholic unity of the church. The proper locus for a 

concern about perfection was a commitment to grace as it 

was mediated through the church and its sacraments. 

Within the unity of this church there was enough to be 

done to bring the 'spotted actuality’’ of the empirical 

church closer to the church as it was in the perfection 

that belonged to the mind and will of God. Or, as Au¬ 

gustine put it rhetorically in a peroration that summarized 

his theology of grace and perfection as this related to the 

church and its sacraments: "Come back to the church. 

Those whom you have wounded, bring to be healed 

by the medicine of grace. Those whom you have killed, 

bring to be revived by the life of charity. Fraternal con¬ 

cord has great power to propitiate God. The Lord says: 

If two of you agree on earth about anything, it will be 

done for them.’ If this is true of two individuals, how 

much more of two peoples! Let us prostrate ourselves to¬ 

gether before the Lord. You share with us our unity; let 

us share with you your contrition; and let charity cover 

the multitude of sins." 

During this conflict over the relation between sacra¬ 

mental grace and perfection "the problem [of church and 

sect} first appears clearly in the opposition between 

the sacramental-hierarchical church conception of Au¬ 

gustine and the Donatists.’’ And it was solved by a doc¬ 

trine of the objectivity of grace that was to be normative 

in catholic Christianity, especially Western Christianity, 

for more than a millennium. If perfection was attainable 

for anyone in this life, it would come through that grace 

which was mediated by the church and its sacraments, 

so that a severing of the unity of the church for the sake 

of the holiness of the church was altogether self-defeat¬ 

ing. The Augustinian theology of grace was thus 

obliged, before the relation between nature and grace 

had been raised as a major doctrinal issue, to commit 

itself to the principle that the efficacy of the sacraments, 

and especially of baptism, was assured "ex opere 

operato," by the sheer performance of the act, rather 

than ex opere operantis, by the effect of the performer 

upon the act. From one perspective, this assured the 

priority of the divine initiative; for it was God, not the 

bishop or the priest, who did the baptizing, ordaining, 
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and dispensing of sacramental grace. At the same time, 

it was the recipient, whether he be the communicant or 

the candidate for baptism or ordination, who took the 

initiative of presenting himself for the administration 

of the sacrament and for the dispensation of its grace. 

From another perspective, therefore, the initiative had 

been his (except in the instance of infant baptism). And, 

as medieval theology was to demonstrate repeatedly, the 

doctrine of ex opere operato could become the basis for 

assigning to the human initiative the decisive role in the 

determination of the relation between God and man; the 

perfection of man’s readiness to accept the sacraments 

could determine the grace he received. 

In Pelagianism Augustine was confronted by a the¬ 

ology which seemed to give man the capacity of self- 

determination by asserting the possibility of achieving 

sinless perfection in this life without grace; and his 

stance in the Pelagian controversy has affected the West¬ 

ern view of the necessity of grace as profoundly as his 

stance in the Donatist controversy has affected the West¬ 

ern view of the mediation of grace. Of the three leaders 

of Pelagianism, Pelagius himself "to a great degree 

lacked an interest in dogma”; Julian of Eclanum served 

as the "architect” of "the Pelagian dogma” and was 

"the last and probably the most formidable” of Augus¬ 

tine’s opponents; and Celestius seemed to Augustine to 

be declaring openly what was Pelagius’s real but un¬ 

acknowledged doctrine. The religious and moral concerns 

of Pelagius must be distinguished from their distortions 

in the writings of Augustine, and the differences between 

Pelagius and Pelagians must be kept in view. Neverthe¬ 

less, it was Pelagianism as a doctrinal option that de¬ 

termined the anti-Pelagian polemics of Augustine and 

the dogmatic formulations of the Latin church. An in¬ 

justice may have been done, here as in other dogmatic 

debates, but it was an injustice that made history. 

The relation between grace and perfection was funda¬ 

mental to the Pelagian doctrine of man, and nothing 

less than perfection was commanded in such biblical 

precepts as Matthew 5:48, "an injunction which [Christ] 

would not have issued if he had known that what he 

enjoined was beyond achievement.” The issuance of a 

commandment implied an ability on the part of the 

hearer to obey the commandment. Not only the Sermon 

on the Mount, but the moral preachments of the Old 
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Testament made it explicit that "every man shall be put 

to death for his own sin” and that a man was able to 

respond to the commandments of God and could be held 

personally responsible if he failed to do so. In this 

emphasis upon responsibility, faith assumed a promi¬ 

nent role. God "proposed to save by faith alone those 

about whom he foreknew that they would believe.” Faith 

was accounted for righteousness because it granted for¬ 

giveness for past sins, justified in the present, and pre¬ 

pared one for good works in the future. God justified 

the wicked man whom he intended to convert "sola fide,” 

by faith alone, and forgave his sins "sola fide.” The 

commandments and warnings of Scripture were supported 

also by the examples of the saints, "who not only lived 

without sin, but are described as having led holy lives,” 

from Abel and Enoch to Joseph and John. The Virgin 

Mary was a special case, "for of her we are obliged to 

grant that her piety had no sin it it.” Augustine, too, was 

obliged to grant this, refusing "out of honor to the 

Lord” even to raise the question of sin where she was 

involved; "for from him we know what abundance of 

grace for overcoming sin in every particular was con¬ 

ferred upon her who had the merit to conceive and bear 

him who undoubtedly had no sin.” 

The Pelagian resolution of the paradox of grace was 

based on a definition of grace fundamentally different 

from the Augustinian definition, and it was here that 

the issue was joined. Pelagius was rumored to be "dis¬ 

puting against the grace of God.” His treatise on grace 

gave the impression of dwelling "on scarcely any other 

topic than the faculty and capacity of nature, while he 

makes God’s grace consist almost entirely in this.” It 

seemed from this book that with every possible argument 

he defended the nature of man against the grace of God, 

by which the wicked man is justified and by which we 

are Christians.” Pelagius was accused of failing to ac¬ 

knowledge that grace "which is neither nature with its 

free will nor the knowledge of the law nor merely the 

remission of sins, but that which is necessary in all our 

actions.” To this accusation his response was to attribute 

the capacity of not sinning to "the necessity of nature” 

and therefore to God as "the Author of nature.” "How, 

then, can that be regarded as spoken without the grace 

of God which is shown to belong to God in a special 

way?” Grace was necessary for every hour and every 
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minute of life, indeed for every act, and those who denied 

this were to be anathematized. 

Grace had a fourfold content for Pelagius: doctrine 

and revelation; disclosure of the future, with its re¬ 

wards and punishments; demonstration of the snares of 

the devil; and "illumination by the manifold and 

ineffable gift of heavenly grace." This grace was not 

identical with nature or the law or creation, but all of 

these were major constituents of it. "We confess a mani¬ 

fold grace of Christ. Its first gift is that we have been 

created out of nothing, its second that by our reason we 

are superior to those who live by their senses." Any 

disparagement of nature was simultaneously a disparage¬ 

ment of grace. Both positions spoke of grace as necessary 

for perfection; but Augustine saw in grace the knowl¬ 

edge of the good, the joy in doing the good, and the 

capacity to will the good, while for Pelagius "the ability 

[posse]" came from God, but both "willing [velle]" and 

"acting [esse]" depended on the free decision of man. 

Where grace and nature, perfection and righteousness, 

were interpreted this way, the doctrine of original sin 

was absurd and unjust. It was an affront to divine justice 

"without which there is no deity.” Under the guise of 

grace it was in fact teaching a new doctrine of fate, since 

man could do nothing but sin unless God infused a 

new inclination into him against his will. But this view 

of sin made man incapable of redemption. Not by Adam’s 

fall, transmitted through the propagation of the race 

by marriage and sex, was sin to be explained. For sin 

"is carried on by imitation, committed by the will, de¬ 

nounced by the reason, manifested by the law, punished 

by justice"; and none of these would be true if the 

doctrine of original sin prevailed. The doctrine of original 

sin was self-contradictory. "If sin is natural, it is not 

voluntary; if it is voluntary, it is not inborn. These two 

definitions are as mutually contrary as are necessity and 

[free] will.” Even after sin the will remained as free 

as it had been before sin was committed, for man con¬ 

tinued to have "the possibility of committing sin or 

of refraining from sin.” This doctrine of sin was con¬ 

veniently summarized in a series of six propositions of 

Celestius: "Adam was created mortal and would have 

died whether he had sinned or not sinned; the sin of 

Adam injured only him, not the human race; the law 

leads to the kingdom [of heaven], just as the gospel 
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does; even before the coming of Christ there were men 

without sin; newborn infants are in the same state in 

which Adam was before his transgression; the whole 

human race does not die through the death and transgres¬ 

sion of Adam, nor does it rise again through the resur¬ 

rection of Christ.” 

Much of this could claim support from the tradition 

as well as from contemporary Eastern theologians. What 

is more, it was combined with an impeccable trinitarian 

orthodoxy. Pelagius confessed: "I believe in the Trinity 

of the one substance, and I hold all things in accordance 

with the teachings of the holy catholic church.” Before 

the outbreak of the controversy on grace and sin he had 

written a treatise On the Faith of the Trinity. Pelagius 

had a reputation for teaching "the right faith.” Celestius, 

too, could wholeheartedly recite the creed, "from the 

Trinity of the one Godhead all the way to the kind of 

resurrection of the dead that there is to be.” If the 

touchstone of orthodoxy was adherence to the true faith 

concerning the Trinity and the person of Christ, it was 

incorrect to call this doctrine of sin and grace a "heresy.” 

Those who held to erroneous doctrines in this area were 

to be anathematized "as fools, not as heretics, for there 

is no dogma. The questions under discussion were not 

matters of officially promulgated dogma, but still lay 

in the area of permissible difference. "If any questions 

have arisen beyond the compass of the faith,” Celestius 

declared, "on which there might be perhaps dissension on 

the part of a great many persons, in no case have I pre¬ 

sumed to pronounce a decision on any dogma, as if I 

possessed a definitive authority in the matter myself; but 

whatever I have derived from the fountain of the 

prophets and the apostles, I have presented for approba¬ 

tion ... so that if any error has crept in among us, human 

as we are, through our ignorance, it may be corrected.” 

Such issues were "a matter of question, but not of heresy 

[quaestioms, non haeresis].” Among these open ques¬ 

tions were such problems as the transmission of sin 

through the propagation of the race. 

But the standard of trinitarian orthodoxy, the Nicene 

Creed, also contained the statement: "We confess fin 

the Latin text: "I confess”} one baptism for the forgive¬ 

ness of sins.” And by the first part of the fifth century 

this meant, as a rule, the baptism of infants. So much 
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was this the rule that both sides in the dispute over grace 

and perfection had to affirm the validity, indeed the 

necessity, of the practice. To Augustine infant baptism 

was "what the universal church holds as handed down 

by tradition.” To Julian of Eclanum, too, it was absolutely 

necessary; Celestius declared, perhaps "under duress”: 

"I have always said that infants need baptism and ought 

to be baptized”; and it was probably Pelagius who stated 

that "infants are to be baptized in order that they may 

be with Christ in the kingdom of God.” But when these 

statements of support for the practice of infant baptism 

became more specific, the difference between the two 

positions was obvious. It was apparently the circulation 

of the proposition "that infants are baptized not for the 

purpose of receiving remission of sin, but that they may 

be sanctified in Christ,” which first aroused the suspicion 

of Augustine that something was awry in the doctrine 

of some people about original sin. Later Pelagius re¬ 

affirmed his support of infant baptism in the rhetorical 

question: "Who is so wicked as to want to exclude in¬ 

fants from the kingdom of heaven by prohibiting their 

being baptized and born again in Christ?” Julian of 

Eclanum taught that infants were to be baptized even 

though they were created good, for this would make them 

better through renewal and adoption as children of God. 

And so, as Augustine noted, "not even they have ever 

denied the impossibility of infants entering the kingdom 

of heaven without baptism. But this is not the question; 

what we are discussing concerns the obliteration of orig¬ 

inal sin in infants.” Attaching himself to the interpreta¬ 

tion of infant baptism enunciated by Cyprian, Augustine 

insisted that only his doctrine of original sin would do 

justice to the implications of the practice. In the contro¬ 

versy over Christ as divine, both sides had acknowledged 

the legitimacy of paying worship to Christ, but they dif¬ 

fered over the content of the divinity ascribed to him by 

such homage; eventually it was concluded that the only 

way to justify such worship without shipwreck to biblical 

monotheism was the confession that "he is homoousios 

with the Father.” Similarly, the Pelagians’ acceptance of 

infant baptism for "redemption” was fundamentally 

inconsistent with their anthropology, while the Augus- 

tinian theory provided a theological justification for an 

unchallengeable sacramental practice. The doctrine of 
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original sin, of the fall, of the transmission of sin, and 

of the necessity of grace appeared to make sense of infant 

baptism and to account for the statistical regularity with 

which men who supposedly faced Adam’s possibilities 

always made Adam’s choice. Perfection was not possible 

without grace, and even with grace it was a goal rather 

than an achievement. Therefore among the eight canons 

of the Synod of Carthage, i May 418, against Pelagianism, 

was the decree: "Anyone who denies that newborn in¬ 

fants are to be baptized or who says that they are baptized 

for the remission of sins but do not bear anything of 

original sin from Adam which is expiated by the washing 

of regeneration, so that as a consequence the form of 

baptism Tor the remission of sins’ is understood to be 

not true but false in their case—let him be anathema.” 

And in the person of Celestius, Pelagianism was con¬ 

demned by the Council of Ephesus in 431 as a heresy. 
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The official condemnation of Pelagianism did not imply 

an unconditional endorsement of Augustinism, which had 

in many ways gone beyond even the Western theological 

tradition (not to mention the Eastern tradition) by posit¬ 

ing a doctrine of predestination, including predestination 

to damnation, and of the irresistibility of grace. Even 

those who joined in the opposition to Pelagius refused to 

go along with the extreme form taken by this doctrine of 

predestinating grace. The penchant for tagging every doc¬ 

trinal position with a party label has led to the invention 

of the name Semi-Pelagianism, which is even less useful 

than most such designations. Augustine himself acknowl¬ 

edged that those who were disagreeing with him on pre¬ 

destination were "brethren of ours,” whose acceptance 

of the doctrines of original sin and grace "abundantly dis¬ 

tinguishes them from the error of the Pelagians.” These 

brethren taught that salvation was not "through one’s 

own works but through the grace of God.” They were 

admirers and followers of the Augustinian teaching in 

every issue of doctrine except the issues relating to pre¬ 

destination. Indeed, they were "members of the same body 

and participants with us in the grace of Christ [con- 

corporales et comparticipes gratiae Christi].” They were, 

they said, steering between Scylla and Charybdis, and 

they insisted that their position was not to be confused 
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with "the profane notion of some who attribute every¬ 

thing to free will and lay down that the grace of God is 

dispensed in accordance with the desert of man,” for they 

asserted without qualification "that the grace of God 

is superabounding.” Critics of Augustine though they 

were, they did not deny that in the fall of Adam human 

nature had lost its powers (virtutes) and could regain 

them only by grace. 

The opposition to Augustine earned this position the 

title "Semi-Pelagian” in the sixteenth century, but al¬ 

ready in the fifth century the partisans of Augustine were 

calling it "the remnants of the Pelagian heresy 

[Pelagianae pravitatis reliquiae}.” The term is used to 

cover a group of theologians from the fifth and the sixth 

centuries, the most prominent of whom were John Cas¬ 

sian, Vincent of Lerins, and Faustus of Riez. To the 

defenders of Augustine against these men it seemed in¬ 

congruous at one and the same time to assert that grace 

was necessary because of original sin and yet to reject 

the corollary doctrine of predestination. "Do they 

intend to hold none of the things that were condemned 

and nevertheless to reject some aspects of what was de¬ 

fended?” This was precisely what they intended. Iden¬ 

tifying as catholic not only what had been affirmed by 

church councils but also the individual theories of Augus¬ 

tine, Prosper of Aquitaine found that such a position 

was "in harmony neither with the heretics nor with the 

catholics,” but was a tertium quid that disagreed with 

both. From this he drew the consequence that two such 

incompatible interpretations of grace could not exist side 

by side. "If both these doctrines must be preached within 

the one church in such a way that neither of them ex¬ 

cludes the other but both must yield to each other mu¬ 

tually, then it may come to pass that we accept what the 

Pelagians hold and that the Pelagians accept what we 

hold.” But such a compromise would mean not that the 

Pelagians had become catholics but that the catholics 

had become Pelagians. And yet these "remnants of 

Pelagianism” taught, with Augustine and against Pela- 

gius, "that when Adam sinned every man sinned.” The 

difference between them lay in the inference being drawn 

from the doctrine of original sin for the doctrine of 

predestination: if the Augustinian view of predestination 

was right, his critics argued, it would follow from the 
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invitation of Christ to all those who labor and are heavy 

laden that "not all are heavy laden with original or ac- 

tual sin” and that therefore Romans 5:12, which served 

Augustine so well as a proof text against Pelagiamsm, 
could not be true. 

Fundamentally, the objection was that Augustine had 

resolved the paradox of inevitability and responsibility 

at the expense of responsibility, and that he glorified grace 

by belittling nature and free will. "If you pay careful 

attention, you will recognize clearly and abundantly how 

through the pages of the Scriptures sometimes it is the 

power of grace and at other times it is the assent of the 

human will that is asserted.” Grace and freedom stood 

in a kind of antinomy, which had been resolved first 

in favor of freedom and was now being resolved in favor 

of grace, but which "the rule of the church’s faith” did 

not permit one to resolve at all. It was a violation of the 

rule of faith and of the teaching of the fathers to teach, 

as Augustine did, that God called only the elect in ac¬ 

cordance with his decree. The Augustinian doctrine was 

opposed to the authority of tradition. By asserting a 

special grace of God which would provide for the elect 

without any effort on their part, it was echoing the words 

of the devil to Jesus, "Throw yourself down,” and tempt¬ 

ing believers to repudiate the universal and ancient faith 

of the catholic church in favor of a novel and heretical 
idea. 

But the Augustinian doctrine was not merely novel 

and heretical, it was finally heathen. It was a "fatalistic 

theory [fatalis persuasio].” It spoke a great deal about 

grace, but "in the name of grace [Augustine] preaches 

fatalism.” Predestination was simply a euphemistic way 

of reintroducing a pagan notion of fatal necessity. The 

Augustinian doctrine appeared to be epitomized in the 

thesis that "by God’s predestination men are compelled 

to sin and driven to death by a sort of fatal necessity.” 

But fatalism, even under the guise of the Christian doc¬ 

trine of predestination, would lead to conclusions that any 

Christian would find repugnant. When Romans 1:28 

spoke of God giving men over to a base mind, this was 

not to be interpreted fatalistically; for "someone who 

is cut off for reasons that have gone before is not being 

pressed down by fate but condemned by a judgment” 

that was just. It was a reductio ad absurdum of the Augus¬ 

tinian view of absolute predestination to conclude that 
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"God does not wish all catholics to persevere in the faith 

but wants a great number of them to apostatize." Simi¬ 

larly, one could argue that if this view were right, 

adultery, incest, and murder all happened because it was 

the will of God that they should. Did God’s foreknowl¬ 

edge of such sins imply that they had been committed by 

his willing? What was needed to correct and clarify the 

Augustinian doctrine was a more precise definition of 

predestination that would distinguish it from prescience. 

For "what God wills is one thing, what God permits is 

another thing. Therefore he wills the good, and permits 

the evil, and foreknows both; he assists righteous deeds 

with his goodness, he permits unrighteous deeds in ac¬ 

cordance with the freedom of the [human] will.” 

What was at stake was not only the standard Christian 

defense of both divine providence and human responsibil¬ 

ity against the charge of fatalism, but the Christian doc¬ 

trine of salvation itself. Augustine’s teaching that the will 

of God must always, in sovereign grace, achieve its in¬ 

tended purpose was not easy to harmonize with the 

biblical assertion that universal salvation was the will of 

God. If not all men were saved, did this mean that God 

had not willed it or that the saving will of God had been 

frustrated? Augustine resorted to various devices to 

square his position with i Timothy 2:4: "who desires all 

men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the 

truth." "All men" meant all the predestined, because 

every kind of human being was represented among them. 

These were taught by God to come to Christ, for he "wills 

all such [the elect] to be saved”; if he had willed the 

salvation of those who now despised the word, "they 

undoubtedly would have come also.’’ The passage did not 

say "that there is no man whose salvation [God] does not 

desire, but that no one is saved unless God desires it.” 

Stated as it was as part of an admonition of prayer, the 

passage could even be interpreted to mean "that in our 

ignorance of who is to be saved, God commands us to 

desire that all those to whom we preach this peace may be 

saved. . . . [1 Timothy 2:4] may also be understood in 

this sense, that God desires all men to be saved by mak¬ 

ing us desire this." 

But then Augustine’s critics were right in summarizing 

his doctrine: "God does not desire all men to be saved, 

but only the fixed number of the predestined." And it 

did not really resolve the ambiguities of Augustine’s 
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position to resort to the secret counsels of God and to 

speak of "the reasons for a division [between the elect 

and the nonelect] which God’s wisdom keeps hidden in 

the mystery of his justice,” in spite of which somehow 

we must believe sincerely and profess loudly that ’God 

desires all men to be saved.’ ” Regardless of such be¬ 

lieving and professing, Augustinian predestinarianism 

did seem to vitiate any universaiism. For "how,” asked 

Augustine s critics, "can we imagine without grievous 

blasphemy that he does not desire all men in general, but 

only some rather than all to be saved ? Those who perish, 

perish against his will.” 

It was a grievous blasphemy also against the means 

of grace to ascribe salvation and damnation to the hidden 

decrees of divine predestination. For then it would have 

to follow that in the case of those who had not been pre¬ 

destined, the grace of baptism did not wipe away original 

sin. It would be of no use to such to be regenerated 

through baptism or to live a pious life. "Yet all men 

without exception are offered the reconciliation which 

Christ merited by the mystery of his death, in such a 

manner that whoever wishes to come to the faith and to 

receive baptism can be saved.” In the New Testament 

it was the practice that when one came to baptism, "first 

there was an inquiry into the desire of the one who was 

coming, and then the grace of the regenerating One fol¬ 

lowed.” During the conflict with the Donatists over per¬ 

fection and grace, Augustine himself had contended for 

the position that even a heretic who had been baptized in 

the name of the Trinity did not need to repeat the baptism 

if he became orthodox and that therefore his baptism had 

been efficacious. How then could it be that, because he 

was not predestined, baptism would not be efficacious to 

someone who came of his own free will and was properly 

baptized ? To be consistent with the Augustinian position 

against Donatism, one had to acknowledge that a baptism 

was a true baptism also in those who are not to persevere 

in the truth and who for that reason were not pre¬ 

destined for eternal life.” But in their instance baptism 

seemed "true” in a somewhat hollow sense. 

Hollow, too, was the call to repentance when this call 

was issued to the nonelect. Any such call presupposed 

both divine grace and human freedom, because a man 

could desire virtue but could not receive it without the 
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heip of God. So it was in the case of David, when he 

acknowledged his guilt after being admonished. But 

Judas, after being admonished, betrayed his Lord. Did 

this mean, as Augustine did not stop short of declaring, 

that Judas had been "elected to a work for which he was 

fitted,’’ and that the other disciples "were elected by 

mercy, but he by judgment, they to inherit the kingdom 

[of Christ], he to shed [Christ’s] blood”? What, then, 

was the point of evangelizing unbelievers or of admonish¬ 

ing believers? In fact, what was the use even of prayer 

if all had already been determined by the secret pre¬ 

destinating decree of God ? In sum, the Augustinian doc¬ 

trine of the will of God appeared to overlook the re¬ 

vealed will of God, which desired all men to be saved, 

and to have constant recourse to the hidden will of God, 

into which it was illegitimate to inquire. 

This doctrine appeared to be no less cavalier in its 

treatment of the will of man, which it called free even 

as it denied any genuine freedom. Man was "a kind of 

unfeeling and inept material that had to be moved from 

one place to another.” But this did not accord either with 

the undeniable moral achievements of the free will out¬ 

side the church or with the way of salvation inside the 

church. In the face of evidence of virtue in heathens, 

"how can we think that the freedom of their will is taken 

captive?” The New Testament itself acknowledged that 

"Gentiles who have not the law do by nature what the 

law requires.” This proved to Augustine’s critics the 

continuing power of nature, but to Augustine’s support¬ 

ers it applied to Gentiles who had been converted to 

Christ. Yet this evasion obviously did not hold, and so 

it was necessary to declare that while Greek learning and 

Roman eloquence could, through the exercise of reason, 

achieve a kind of virtue that gave decency (honestare) 

to life in this world, this had nothing to do with life 

eternal. In the souls of unbelievers there could be no 

genuine virtues. But if this was the case, how was it pos¬ 

sible to say, as Romans 1:20 did, that "they are without 

excuse,” when their inability to achieve virtue was the 

result of their not having been predestined ? 

Even while asserting that without divine assistance 

none of these virtues could attain perfection, Augustine’s 

critics still insisted that "it cannot be doubted that there 

are by nature some seeds of goodness in every soul im- 
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planted by the kindness of the Creator.” This did not de¬ 

tract from the glory of redemption. If it was said "that 

one should not pay attention to what is good by nature 

because before the coming of Christ, the Gentiles ob¬ 

viously did not attain to salvation,” the reply was the 

axiom: "Anyone who denies that nature is to be pro¬ 

claimed in its good qualities, simply does not know that 

the Author of nature is the same as the Author of grace,” 

and that therefore "since the Creator is the same as the 

Restorer, one and the same is celebrated when we praise 

either work.” Praising the free will of man meant prais¬ 

ing its Creator and did not detract from his grace. 

This was evident from the Bible itself, where "the 

bounty of God is actually shaped according to the capacity 

of man’s faith.” Sometimes, for example in the con¬ 

version of Paul or of Matthew, divine grace had preceded 

any desire or good will on the part of man. But in other 

instances, for example in the account of Zacchaeus or of 

the thief on the cross, the free will of man had taken 

some initiative. By the goodness of the Creator there still 

remained the capacity to initiate the will for salvation. 

The mistake was to reduce the complex and diverse 

operations of God to a single formula such as Pelagian 

synergism or Augustinian predestinarianism. God’s calls 

were varied, as those whom he called were varied. "And 

so the manifold wisdom of God grants salvation to men 

with manifold and inscrutable kindness. It imparts to 

each one according to his capacity the grace of His 

bounty, so that He wills to grant His healing not accord¬ 

ing to the uniform power of His majesty but according 

to the measure of the faith in which He finds each one, 

or as He Himself has imparted it to each one.” Since 

the defeat of Pelagianism, no one was attacking the 

sovereignty of divine grace. It was by grace that each stage 

of conversion was effected: the desire for the good, al¬ 

though with free will; the capacity to perform virtue, 

although still with a free choice; and persistence in the 

goodness already acquired, although without a surrender 

of freedom. 

The Augustinian tradition was not well equipped to 

deal with this challenge, which did not, as the Pelagian 

challenge was at least understood to do, detract from 

the role of divine grace, but on the contrary glorified it. 

What it found objectionable in the Augustinian theology 
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of grace was not the doctrine of grace at all, but the iden¬ 

tification of the primacy of grace with a particular and 

idiosyncratic theory of predestination. For Augustine as 

a theologian, such an identification may have been neces¬ 

sary. It was less clear that it was necessary for the church’s 

affirmation of the Augustinian doctrine of grace, which 

from 418 onward was no longer a matter of his private 

beliefs but of the church’s doctrinal intentions. Initially, 

the importance of the doctrine of grace in Christian 

dogmatics seemed to imply that any attack upon the 

Augustinian view amounted to a recrudescence of Pela- 

gianism, or at any rate of its vestigial remnants. The 

defense of grace likewise implied a defense of pre- 

destinarianism without any qualifications whatever. For 

example, Fulgentius of Ruspe could follow Augustine 

in the problematical exegesis of i Timothy 2:4 and 

affirm: "All those are predestined whom God desires to be 

saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth. They 

are called 'all’ because they are saved from both sexes, 

from all kinds, classes, ages, and conditions of men. The 

will of God Almighty is always fulfilled, because his 

power is never defeated.’’ Initially, the argument was 

prepared to assert, with Augustine, that what God fore¬ 

saw in predestinating men was not their reaction but his 

own sanctifying work, so that he made his choice not be¬ 

cause men were to believe but so that they might. For the 

defenders of Augustinism at this stage, there was no dis¬ 

tinction to be made between his various opponents, and 

those who objected to his predestinarianism were on the 

same plane as the Pelagians themselves had been. Even 

the Augustinian evasion of the implications of the doc¬ 

trine that God "desires all men to be saved and to come 

to the knowledge of the truth" had to be accepted and 

reinforced. The objection was dismissed as "trite" be¬ 

cause it was constantly being raised, for it was only a lack 

of understanding that would conclude that it contradicted 

the doctrine of predestination. Beyond this there was only 

"the secret counsel of God" as an explanation of the 

difference between those who were predestined and those 

who were not. 

In the long run, this identification of the anti-Pelagian 

view of grace with an absolute predestination would not 

work. For one thing, it was obliged to recognize the 

great gulf fixed between any brand of Pelagianism and 
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this "anti-Augustinism.” It was not simply that the most 

explicit and articulate spokesman of the opposition could 

nevertheless refer to Augustine, with perhaps only a touch 

of sarcasm, as 'the most blessed prelate [beatissimus 

pontifex],” who had expressed himself in a "most learned 

sermon. It was something more profound. Here grace 

was not acknowledged grudgingly, but celebrated en¬ 

thusiastically. In Cassian there was "absolute dependence 

upon grace. . . . There is no minimizing of the meaning 

of grace. The Pelagians referred grace to externalities 

like the law or the preaching of the Gospel. In Cassian 

grace possessed its full Augustinian meaning, an interior 

working of God within the soul.” And therefore it was 

unavoidable that the defense of essential Augustinism re¬ 

examine his exegesis of i Timothy 2:4 with a view to 

asserting the universal will of God for salvation, and that 

it distinguish more sharply between doctrine as that 

which was believed, taught, and confessed by the church 

and theology as that which was maintained by individual 

teachers in the church. 

To affirm the doctrine of the universal will of God for 

salvation it was necessary to develop more fully the idea 

that those who were damned were "without excuse” be¬ 

cause they had all, in some meaningful way, been given 

the opportunity to respond to the call of God and had 

refused it. If Augustine held to any such idea, he had not 

made it very explicit in most of his writing. But further 

reflection and debate compelled Augustinism to concede 

that there is no one to whom either the preaching of the 

gospel or the commandments of the law or the voice of 

nature does not transmit God’s call.” A consideration of 

the gifts distributed by the providence of God to all man¬ 

kind without distinction showed them to be "so general 

in the past and in the present that men find in their testi¬ 

mony sufficient help to seek the true God”; unbelievers 

could not use the excuse that the light of truth had been 

denied them. Therefore it was wrong to refer their un¬ 

belief and damnation to the decrees of God. It was his 

prescience that they would not believe which prompted 

him to condemn them. And so the reason why they were 

not of the predestined is that God foreknew they would 

be impenitent through their own fault.” Prescience ef¬ 

fectively removed the objections to the doctrine of pre¬ 

destination, although embedding the definition of the 



Natural Endowment and Superadded Gift 327 

Prosp.Focat.1.29 {PL 51:715) 

Ptosp-Vo cat.2.19 {PL 51:706) 

Prosp.JZocat.1.25 (PL 51:686) 

Prosp.A^cLio (PL 
51:211-12) 

Prosp.JZocat. 1.12 (PL 51:664) 

Prosp.JZ0cdL2.37 (PL 51:722) 

Prosp.iVwL (PL 51 ^27-96) 

CAraus. (529) Cd«. {CCSL 
148-11:55) 

Aug.Ei’.Joh. 19.19 {CCSL 
36:202) 

elect in a doctrine of prescience removed the doctrine of 

predestination itself from any central position. The term 

"God’s changeless will from eternity" now referred not 

to the eternal predestinating will by which God had 

chosen some and rejected others, but to the will spoken 

of in 1 Timothy 2:4, that all men be saved. This, and not 

predestination, was now to be called an "essential ele¬ 

ment of faith [pars fidei]" and a "rule of apostolic doc¬ 

trine." As for predestination, it was one of those "more 

profound and more difficult points" of theology which it 

was not necessary to go into in an exposition of the doc¬ 

trine of grace. 

Prosper’s Call of All Nations did not so much as use 

the word "predestination," nor for that matter did it refer 

explicitly to Augustine himself. What it sought to assert 

was no longer the private theology of Augustine, but the 

teaching of the church: the teaching that grace was gra¬ 

tuitous and the teaching that God desired the salvation of 

all men. To this the church was bound, in its prayer as 

well as in its doctrine. "Let, then, holy church pray . . . 

for God, who desires all men to come to the knowledge 

of the truth, cannot repel anyone without a just reason." 

In addition to his Call of All Nations, Prosper compiled 

a Book of Sentences from the Works of St. Augustine, 

containing almost four hundred quotations, a compen¬ 

dium of Augustine’s teaching on a variety of issues, but 

especially on those most recently in controversy. This 

compilation became the source from which the Synod of 

Orange in 529 drew the bulk of its decrees on nature and 

grace; the other chief source was the Augustinian theol¬ 

ogy of Caesarius of Arles, summarized in a brief treatise, 

On Grace. Point by point, the criticisms of Augustine 

summarized above were raised and answered by the 

canons and decrees of Orange, and essential Augustinism 

was vindicated. 

To the charge that the Augustinian doctrine of grace 

represented an innovation without adequate precedent in 

the tradition, Orange set forth its teaching as one "gath¬ 

ered by the ancient fathers from the books of Sacred 

Scripture." The accusation of fatalism was met with an 

apposite quotation from Augustine: "When men do what 

is displeasing to God, they perform their own will, not 

God’s." Like Augustine himself, his vindicators took an 

ambiguous position on the relation between predestina- 
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tion and the universal saving will of God. Caesarius could 

write: "Perhaps you say: 'God does indeed desire that all 

would believe in him, but not all are willing. Why? Be¬ 

cause they are unable to do so without his grace.’ At this 

point I ask you whether [you meant that] the human will 

has power to contradict the divine will rather than that 

the power of God is able to convert human wills to itself. 

... If he has done whatever he has willed, whatever he 

has not done he has not willed—by a hidden and pro¬ 

found and yet a just and incomprehensible judgment.” 

This would seem to lead ineluctably to a doctrine of dou¬ 

ble predestination. Yet it did not, and in his role as a 

spokesman for the teaching church rather than as an in¬ 

dividual theologian Caesarius confessed: "In accordance 

with the catholic faith we . . . not only do not believe that 

some men have been predestined to evil by the power of 

God, but if there is anyone who wants to believe some¬ 

thing so evil, we declare that he is utterly anathema.” The 

same confession asserted the catholic faith "that after re¬ 

ceiving baptism all those who have been baptized ... are 

able to fulfill what pertains to the salvation of their 

souls.” 

Against the extollers of heathen virtue Orange quoted 

the flat assertion of Augustine that the fortitude of Gen¬ 

tiles had its source in worldly greed, while the fortitude 

of Christians had its source in the love shed abroad in 

their hearts by the Holy Spirit. And in response to the 

argument that there was a diversity of operations by 

which in some cases men took the initiative and in others 

God took the initiative, the synod condemned as "alien 

to the true faith anyone who taught that "some have 

come to the grace of baptism by mercy, but others by free 

will.” Citing the specific biblical examples that had been 

used in support of this teaching, Caesarius affirmed that 

the conversion of Zacchaeus and of the thief on the cross 

had also been "not achievements of nature, but gifts from 

the generosity of divine grace.” The "beginning of faith” 

was always due to the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. 

In this adjudication of the controversy, the paradox of 

grace, which had lain at the center of Augustine’s the¬ 

ology, was not resolved; and it seems an oversimplifica¬ 

tion to assert that "this 'AugustinisnV is basically almost 

as close to Semi-Pelagian synergism as to the particular¬ 

istic and predestinarian monergism of Augustine.” For 
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here, as in Augustine, grace was sovereign, necessary, and 

mediated—but none of these without the others. In keep¬ 

ing with Augustine, the effort to mitigate the necessity of 

grace by ascribing some initiative in salvation to the will 

of man was rejected. On the other hand, the opposite ex¬ 

treme, to which the anti-Pelagian Augustine had some¬ 

times seemed willing to go, asserting the sovereignty of 

grace by ascribing damnation to the will of God, was also 

anathematized. In this sense it is true that Orange con¬ 

demned some of Augustine’s theology, but this was a 

gentle rebuke compared with the condemnation not only 

of Pelagius but also of those whom Prosper had called 

"the remnants of the Pelagian heresy.” Rome solemnly 

confirmed the action of the synod and attested that "we 

approve your confession ... as in harmony with the cath¬ 

olic rules [of faith] of the fathers.” Shorn of its predes- 

tinarian elements and in this sense harmonized with his 

anti-Donatist sacramentalism, Augustine’s anti-Pelagian 

doctrine of grace became the official teaching of Latin 

Christianity. The natural endowments of man, even of the 

heathen man, were not to be minimized, but saving grace 

was a superadded gift of the unmerited generosity of 

God, mediated through the church and its sacraments. 

This distinction between natural endowment and super- 

added gift could attach itself to the explicit teaching of 

Augustine himself. Even in his swan song on predestina¬ 

tion he had been prepared to attribute to nature "that 

grace by which we are distinguished from cattle” as well 

as "that grace by which, among men themselves,” vari¬ 

ous distinctions of intelligence and beauty were visible. 

But this "natural endowment” was to be distinguished 

from "that good gift which pertains to a holy life,” which 

did not come from nature, but was superadded by God. 

"The capacity to have faith, as the capacity to have love, 

belongs to men’s nature; but to have faith, even as to 

have love, belongs to the grace of believers.” 

Such was the Augustinism that prevailed through the 

work of Prosper and of Caesarius and through the legisla¬ 

tion of Orange, and that went on to set the terms for the 

development of medieval doctrine. It was not Orange 

itself that was usually cited, however, but the condemna¬ 

tion of Pelagianism at Ephesus. Gregory I, for example, 

spoke of Pelagius as one "who was condemned at the 

Synod of Ephesus” and asked, in reaction to an apparent Gr.M.Ep.6.14 {MGH 1:393) 
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recrudescence of Pelagian tendencies, "Since Celestius 

and Pelagius were condemned in that synod [Ephesus], 

how is it possible for those teachings whose authors were 

condemned now to be approved?’’ Yet the official Au- 

gustinism of Gregory also contained the possibility for 

subtle shifts from the doctrine of the sovereignty and 

necessity of grace, by way of the doctrine of the media¬ 

tion of grace, to a reintroduction of the notions of merit 

and human initiative; on the other hand, the thought of 

Augustine always contained the possibility for a shift back 

in the direction of predestinarianism. Much of Western 

theology since Orange has oscillated between these two 

poles, and we shall have to write its history (to para¬ 

phrase Whitehead’s epigram about Plato) as "a series of 

footnotes to Augustine. The first important predesti- 

narian controversy of the Middle Ages, in the ninth cen¬ 

tury, was cast in Augustinian concepts, and even in Au- 

gustinian language, on both sides. The assertion of a 

double predestination, to eternal life or to eternal death, 

invoked the authority of Augustine; its opponents took 

it upon themselves "to collect testimonies from the holy 

father Augustine so that the prudent reader may recog¬ 

nize that he did not in any way teach two predestinations, 

not a single predestination with two parts, nor a double 

predestination.’’ And once again it was this Augustine, 

doctor of grace but opponent of double predestination, 

who was celebrated as "the clearest and sweetest of au¬ 

thors’’ and as "that man of divine genius." 

Later controversy, too, took its start from issues that 

had been raised by Augustine or against Augustine. 

When, for example, penance rather than infant baptism 

was taken as the paradigm for the way God and man in¬ 

teracted in the relation of grace, Cassian’s description of 

the penance of David (who was taken to be the writer of 

Psalm 51, "Miserere mei,’’ the portion of Scripture sung, 

recited, and expounded most frequently in penitential 

literature) could be echoed by Christian preaching and 

exhortation: It was his own doing that he was humbled 

and acknowledged his guilt; but that in a very short in¬ 

terval of time he was granted pardon for such sins, this 

was the gift of the merciful Lord." Nothing seems more 

Augustinian than introspective meditation upon the mean¬ 

ing of sin and repentance; yet the "psychological impact" 

of such feelings of humility and contrition could lead late 
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Such was the authority of the Augustinian view of na¬ 

ture and grace that even those who relapsed into Pelagian 

forms of teaching had to do so in Augustine’s terms. The 

Reformation of the sixteenth century has repeatedly, and 

to some degree accurately, been interpreted as a move¬ 

ment in which the anti-Pelagian doctrines of Augustine 

about the necessity of grace were used to attack the anti- 

Donatist doctrines of Augustine about the mediation of 

grace. The Augustinus of Cornelis Jansen, published 

posthumously in 1640, showed that even within post- 

Reformation Roman Catholicism the problem had not 

been settled; to compile it Jansen was said to have read 

all of Augustine ten times, but the anti-Pelagian treatises 

thirty times. In each of these theological controversies 

both sides claimed to be defending the Augustinian heri¬ 

tage and to be recovering the true Augustine. Both sides 

were right, and both were wrong. 



7 The Orthodox 

Consensus 

During the fifth and sixth centuries, christology and mys- 

tagogy in the East, and anthropology and ecclesiology in 

the West, brought together much of the dogmatic de¬ 

velopment of the preceding centuries and laid the founda¬ 

tions for later constructions of Christian doctrine. After 

a century of controversy following Augustine’s death in 

430, the Synod of Orange in 529 codified Augustinism 

in a form that made it acceptable to Western theology; 

and after a century of controversy following the Council 

of Chalcedon in 45r, the Second Council of Constanti¬ 

nople in 553 undertook to define the teachings of the 

fathers and the decrees of the councils as the standard 

for the teaching of the entire church, but especially for 

Eastern theology. In addition to these conciliar actions, 

which brought to a settlement, at least for a while, the 

debates over the person of the God-man and over nature 

and grace, the sixth century was also the time when, each 

in its own way, the East and the West articulated an 

orthodox consensus about what was to be regarded as 

normative. There were noteworthy bodies of Christians 

who did not share in this consensus. Donatists in North 

Africa, Arian Lombards in Italy, Nestorians in Persia, 

and Monophysites in Egypt, Syria, and Armenia—all had 

been excluded from the body of orthodox Christendom, 

even though the history of doctrine in those communions, 

particularly in those of the East, will continue to be part 

of our account. Yet it must be chiefly with the orthodox 

consensus that we concern ourselves, interpreting it in 

relation to the development of doctrine in the ancient 

332 
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church and in relation to the Byzantine and the medieval 

developments for which it provided the dogmatic starting 

point. 

Ubique, Semper, Ab Omnibus 

Fundamental to the orthodox consensus was an affirma¬ 

tion of the authority of tradition as that which had been 

believed "everywhere, always, by all [ubique, semper, ab 

omnibus].” The criteria for what constituted the ortho¬ 

dox tradition were "universality, antiquity, and consen¬ 

sus.” This definition of orthodox Catholic tradition was 

the work of Vincent of Lerins, writing under the pseu¬ 

donym Peregrinus. The immediate purpose of his treatise 

seems to have been to attack the predestinarianism of 

Augustine and his supporters for being an innovation and 

a deviation from the tradition of orthodoxy. As a state¬ 

ment of catholic authority Vincent’s rule was thoroughly 

Augustinian; it also summarized, better than Eastern 

Christian writers themselves had done, a canon of church 

teaching which, formally at any rate, the Greeks shared 

with the Latins. At the time of Vincent’s writing, in 434, 

the attempt to specify the material content of this ortho¬ 

dox tradition would have been premature both in the East 

and in the West. His rule did state, however, that under¬ 

standing of orthodoxy which the theologians and church 

councils of the fifth and sixth centuries were to canonize 

for the centuries that followed, as affirmed, for example, 

a century later in the treatise On the Catholic Faith at¬ 

tributed to Boethius: "This catholic church, then, spread 

throughout the world, is known by three particular marks: 

whatever is believed and taught in it has the authority of 

the Scriptures, or of universal tradition, or at least of its 

own and proper usage.” 

The criterion of universality required that a doctrine, 

to be recognized as the teaching of the church rather than 

a private theory of a man or of a school, be genuinely 

catholic, that is, be the confession of "all the churches . . . 

one great horde of people from Palestine to Chalcedon 

with one voice reechoing the praises of Christ.” In one 

dogmatic conflict after another, this argument had been 

used, with lesser or greater appropriateness, to refute 

heresy. Hilary had cited various Eastern creeds as evidence 

of the universality of what he was defending in the West 
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as the Nicene faith; Athanasius had vindicated his posi¬ 

tion by referring to "so many bishops in unanimity’’ with 

him, including Western bishops; and Augustine, writing 

against the Donatists, had coined the formula, "the judg¬ 

ment of the whole world is reliable [securus judicat orbis 

terrarum].’’ Catholicity was a mark both of the true 

church and of the true doctrine, for these were insepa¬ 

rable. "The churches, although many, make up one catho¬ 

lic church, diffused throughout the world," as Gregory I 

phrased it. Or, in a fuller explanation, "because states 

derive their names from the peoples who live together in 

them, it is fitting that the churches of the true faith should 

be called states, which, although located in various parts 

of the world, make up one catholic church, in which all 

those who believe correctly about God live together in 

harmony." To identify orthodox doctrine, one had to 

identify its locus, which was the catholic church, neither 

Eastern nor Western, neither Greek nor Latin, but uni¬ 

versal throughout the civilized world (^olkovilevt^ . 

This church was the repository of truth, the dispenser 

of grace, the guarantee of salvation, the matrix of accept¬ 

able worship. Only here did God accept sacrifices, only 

here was there confident intercession for those who were 

in error, only here were good works fruitful, only here 

did the powerful bond of love hold men together, and 

only from the catholic church does truth shine forth.” 

It was characteristic of heretics that they erred in one ex¬ 

treme or the other, denying either the One or the Three, 

either despising marriage or denigrating virginity. "But 

the church, by contrast, proceeds with ordered composure 

midway between the quarrels on both sides. It knows how 

to accept the higher good in such a way as simultaneously 

to venerate the lower, because it neither puts the highest 

on the same level with the lowest nor on the other hand 

despises the lowest when it venerates the highest." Al¬ 

though the church was "oppressed by tribulations from 

heretics and from carnal men," its faithful disciples paid 

heed to its direction as those who were called upon "not 

to judge but to obey." Because the church was universal, 

unlike the heretics, it did not teach one thing in public 

and another in private; but it confessed and taught as it 

believed, and it lived in accordance with its confession. 

Therefore "holy church does not conceal anything of the 

truth." Yet in presenting the truth to those who were in 
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error, the church, "instructed by the teaching of humility, 

does not command as though by authority, but persuades 

by reason." What this apparently meant was not that the 

church lacked authority but that, like Christ, "who knew 

all things but in his manner of speaking took our igno¬ 

rance upon himself," it declined to invoke its authority 

but relied upon its powers of persuasion instead. 

A special mark of the universality and of the authority 

of the church was the ecumenical councils. The Second 

Council of Constantinople pledged its allegiance to "the 

things which we have received from Holy Scripture and 

from the teaching of the holy fathers and from the defi¬ 

nitions of one and the same faith by the four sacred coun¬ 

cils”—Nicea in 325, Constantinople in 381, Ephesus in 

431, and Chalcedon in 431. "These four councils,” ac¬ 

cording to Justinian, "which took place and were con¬ 

firmed, are authoritative in the church of God." When, 

at the end of the century, there were those who main¬ 

tained "that in the times of Justinian of pious memory 

something was subtracted from the faith of the holy 

synod of Chalcedon” as a concession to the Monophysites, 

Gregory insisted that "with all faith and all devotion we 

venerate" the Council of Chalcedon. And he added: "In 

like manner all the four synods of the holy universal 

church we receive as we do the four books of the holy 

Gospels.” Elsewhere, too, he drew a parallel between the 

four Gospels and the four ecumenical councils. Although 

this parallel may be interpreted as nothing more than a 

pleasant suggestion, there are grounds for reading into it 

the conviction of Gregory that one and the same truth of 

divine revelation, which had been vouchsafed to the 

church universal, was present both in the four Gospels 

and in the four councils, just as the ark of the covenant in 

the Old Testament symbolized the holy church, which 

"being extended to the four parts of the world, is de¬ 

clared to be equipped with the four books of the Gos¬ 

pels.” The parallel was confirmed negatively by the ten¬ 

dency of heretics to teach doctrines that were not 

contained either in Scripture or in tradition. But the 

church of the four Gospels and the four councils was 

faithful to Scripture and to tradition and was universal 

both in its outreach and in its authority. 

It was fundamental to this definition of authority, how¬ 

ever, that there be a universality in time as well as a uni- 
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versality in space: antiquity was an essential component 

of tradition. Indeed, in Vincent’s definition this criterion 

appears to have been the most decisive; "the interpreta¬ 

tions that obviously were maintained by our saintly fore¬ 

bears and fathers" were normative, and a doctrine such 

as that of Augustine on predestination which deviated 

from them was to be rejected. In the usage of Eusebius, 

the terms orthodox, ancient, and ecclesiastical were almost 

interchangeable. On the basis of the consistent claim of 

ecclesiastical theologians that the saints before Christ 

were to be included in the definition of the Christian 

church, the demand that doctrine conform to antiquity in 

order to be orthodox implied that "the passion of the 

church began with the blood of Abel, and the church of 

the elect is one," whether the elect came before or after 

Christ. Hence "the holy church in the integrity of its 

faith" and doctrine included the saints of both the Old 

Testament and the New. Even the patriarchs, who lived 

before the giving of the law to Moses, "knew that the 

one Almighty God is the Holy Trinity, but did not preach 

very much publicly about the Trinity whom they knew." 

The saints of the Old Testament could not have loved 

God truly unless they had received the grace of "that very 

Trinity, who is God." And since the doctrine of catholic 

Christianity could simply be designated as "the mystery 

of the Holy Trinity" or as "the faith of the Trinity," this 

doctrine must have been believed not only everywhere 

throughout Christendom but also always throughout the 

ages before and after Christ. 

But as a norm of orthodoxy, the requirement that a 

doctrine be one that has been always believed referred 

with special force to "the doctrines of the fathers who 

Spoke of God fra? ra>v Oerjyopcov TLarepwv SiSacrKaAta?}," 

from which it was wrong to deviate. Those who claimed 

to be wise in their own learning overlooked "the ancient 

labors of the holy fathers," and against them it was neces¬ 

sary to cite the authority of "the witness of the ancients." 

One could define a heretic as someone who by his own 

wicked ideas sought to destroy the the teachings of the 

fathers. A heretic would "bring forth as something new 

what is not contained in the old books of the ancient fa¬ 

thers ’ or in the Bible. It was inconceivable to the expo¬ 

nents of the orthodox consensus that there could be any 

contradiction between Scripture properly interpreted and 
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the tradition of the ancient fathers; or, more precisely, 

Scripture was properly interpreted only when it was seen 

as standing in agreement with tradition. An Eastern synod 

in 691 defined the orthodox consensus succinctly: "If 

any controversy is raised in regard to Scripture, let [the 

clergy and the bishops] not interpret it otherwise than as 

the lights and the doctors of the church in their writings 

have expounded it, and in these let them glory rather than 

in making things up out of their own heads, lest through 

their lack of skill they depart from what is proper.” It was 

imperative to recognize the continuity between the teach¬ 

ing of Scripture and the doctrine of the orthodox fathers. 

"What [the apostles] spoke in brief form, that [the 

orthodox theologians of the church] expanded to greater 

length ... by gathering together the statements of many 

who had gone before and expanding these more pro¬ 

foundly in what they added to them.” The apostles had 

ruled the church by their proclamation, and now their 

place had been taken by others who continued to rule by 

the same proclamation. The succession was uninterrupted 

and the continuity unbroken. 

Yet the norm of antiquity did not automatically ele¬ 

vate to authoritative status every theologian of the past, 

regardless of what he taught. In his defense of the catho¬ 

lic faith against Manicheism, Augustine had rejected "all 

the testimony you can bring in favor of your book from 

antiquity or tradition” so long as it did not agree with 

"the testimony of the catholic church . . . supported by a 

succession of bishops from the original sees of the apos¬ 

tles to the present time.” Vincent, for his part, insisted 

that the prestige of the theologians of the church, includ¬ 

ing that of Augustine himself, defer to "the decisions of 

antiquity.” A prime instance of this requirement was the 

case of Origen, who, although an ornament of the church 

for his piety and his learning, fell into error and cor¬ 

rupted the ancient faith. Vincent’s judgment of Origen 

was made official at the Second Council of Constanti¬ 

nople, at the urging of Justinian. Justinian cited the au¬ 

thority of "the holy fathers who, following the inspired 

Scriptures, condemned such doctrines [as the preexist¬ 

ence of the soul], together with Origen, who made up 

such myths.” By his doctrines Origen had "forsaken the 

divine Scriptures and the holy fathers whom the catholic 

church of God regards as its teachers and through whom 
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every heresy everywhere was driven out and the orthodox 

faith was explained.” Within antiquity, then, some teach¬ 

ers were to be preferred to others; there was ancient heresy 

as well as ancient orthodoxy, and any teaching was to be 

condemned despite its age if it deviated from what had 

always been taught by the true succession of orthodox 

bishops and theologians. In Augustine’s case, there was 

probably no possibility of anything so drastic as a formal 

condemnation by a duly constituted synod of the church. 

Instead, later Augustinism discreetly eliminated what was 

objectionable in Augustine even as it celebrated his au¬ 

thority. Antiquity was vindicated and orthodoxy was 

preserved. 

The third norm of orthodox tradition was for it to 

have been believed "by all.” In the passage against Mani- 

cheism quoted earlier, Augustine added to the authority 

of the bishops a reference to "the consensus of so many 

nations. Vincent of Lerins qualified the requirement that 

it be believed "by all” with the condition that "in an¬ 

tiquity itself we adhere to the consensus of the definitions 

and determinations of all—or at least of almost all— 

priests and doctors.” Not everyone had equal weight in 

the determination of what had been taught by all; priests 

counted for more than laymen, bishops for more than 

priests, synods and councils for more than individual 

bishops. The church also possessed the means to enforce 

its definition of orthodoxy. Those upon whom a council 

pronounced excommunication and anathema were to be 

rejected, for the councils, "having been constituted by a 

universal consensus,” were binding upon all. In addition, 

God had put into the hands of the secular rulers "solici¬ 

tude for the peace of the faith” as this was defined by the 

orthodox church. Banishment of heretics was another way 

to insure consensus. Cassian put the case for consensus 

perhaps more completely than any other theologian of the 

fifth and sixth centuries: "There has never been anyone 

who quarreled with this faith without being guilty of 

unbelief, for to deny what has been proved to be right is 

to confess what is wrong. The consensus of all ought then 

of itself to be enough to refute heresy; for the authority 

of all shows indubitable truth, and a perfect reason results 

where no one disputes it. Therefore if a man seeks to hold 

opinions contrary to these, we should, at the very outset, 

condemn his perversity rather than listen to his assertions. 
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For someone who impugns the judgment of all announces 

his own condemnation beforehand, and a man who dis¬ 

turbs what had been determined by all is not even given a 

hearing. For when the truth has been established by ail 

men once and for all, whatever arises contrary to it is by 

this very fact to be recognized at once as falsehood, be¬ 

cause it differs from the truth.” 

It would be an exaggeration to claim, however, that the 

consensus was an exclusively clerical prerogative. The peo¬ 

ple had their ways of expressing doctrine, even though 

they did not use the erudite terms of theology. Espe¬ 

cially important in the fifth and sixth centuries was the 

doctrinal authority of Christian devotion and liturgy, as 

the victory of the idea of Theotokos made clear. Augus¬ 

tine, faced with the relative silence of earlier generations 

of theologians about such issues as original sin and pre¬ 

destination, had recourse to this argument. Although the 

theological discourses of the church had not spoken ex¬ 

tensively on these matters, the prayers of the church from 

the beginning had been far more explicit, pleading with 

God for forgiveness and for the gift of perseverance. 

Here the "all” of the praying church were to be given 

precedence over what seemed to be the consensus of the 

church’s theologians. Prosper formulated this principle 

in the axiom that "the rule of prayer should lay down the 

rule of faith [ut legem credendi lex statuat supplicandi].” 

In every catholic church all over the world prayers were 

offered in conformity with apostolic tradition. This was a 

rule for discovering the orthodox consensus. So was the 

life of Christian believers past and present. From the 

lives of the holy fathers, Gregory I maintained, it was 

possible to derive principles for the proper interpretation 

of Scripture, so that the practice (actio) helped to make 

sense of the preaching (praedicatio). To understand what 

had been believed by all, it was necessary to consult the 

silent in the land and to read off the doctrine which they 

believed even at a time when the church had not yet begun 

to teach it in theology or to confess it in creed. 

Catholic Orthodoxy in the East 

Orthodox doctrine was, by definition, the doctrine taught 

everywhere in the church, and in principle this was true. 

Both the East and the West had contributed to the trini¬ 

tarian dogma, and both were committed to its correctness. 
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Moreover, even the doctrinal emphases and dogmatic 

issues peculiar to one portion of the church had received 

attention from the universal church: Pelagianism was 

condemned not only by Latin-speaking synods, but by the 

]u.stn.Conf. (pg 86:1033) Council of Ephesus; Monophysitism was almost com¬ 

pletely an Eastern problem, but popes from Leo to Vi- 

gilius and Gregory participated in its settlement. It was 

technically accurate, therefore, to speak of the one ortho¬ 

dox faith as the doctrine professed by all of Christendom. 

Nevertheless, the condemnation of Pelagianism repre¬ 

sented anything but the dominant thought of Eastern 

Christendom, and the Western role in christological de¬ 

velopments after the Council of Chalcedon became less 

and less significant. By the end of the sixth century, 

Greek Christianity and Latin Christianity, still parts of 

one and the same church, were clearly going their separate 

ways, not only liturgically, administratively, and cultur¬ 

ally, but also doctrinally. 

Among Christian doctrines, it continued to be the chris¬ 

tological that claimed the attention of Eastern Christians. 

The armistice of Chalcedon and the compromise of Sec¬ 

ond Constantinople did not even seriously interrupt the 

conflict between the opposing and enduring forces of 

those who saw the salvation of the human race assured 

only by the most intimate of associations between the 

divine and the human in the person of the God-man and 

those who saw this salvation threatened by any associa¬ 

tion in which one nature—and this always meant the hu¬ 

man nature—was foreshortened by the very definition of 

the incarnation. The decrees of 553 momentarily pro¬ 

vided a respite among conflicting theories: it was affirmed 

that Christ had to have two natures in order to save the 

human; but the "three chapters," all of them directed 

toward a sharper distinction between the two natures 

than the dominant tendency of Eastern devotion and doc- 

Seepp. 275-77 above trine would allow, were condemned. This was too much 

for the remaining partisans of the theology of the in¬ 

dwelling Logos; they maintained, with some justification, 

that the decree of the Council of Chalcedon had also 

acknowledged the validity of this theology. On the other 

hand, the condemnation was not nearly enough for the 

adherents of the theology of the hypostatic union. Hav¬ 

ing failed to achieve dogmatic status for the theory that 

the union had brought about one nature of the incarnate 
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Logos, Alexandrian christology was eventually to go on to 

argue that at any rate there was only one will in the in¬ 

carnate Logos. This controversy, which belongs to the 

period following the one recounted in the present vol¬ 

ume, continued and redefined the terms of the post- 

Chalcedonian struggle; but for a while, at least some par¬ 

ticipants in the struggle thought they had reason to believe 

that the conflict had been transcended by a theology 

which, refusing to "know or to teach” the extremes of 

any position, could "set forth in an orthodox fashion the 

religion of the holy fathers.” The hope of peace was il¬ 

lusory, as the East was to learn during the controversies 

that led up to the Third Council of Constantinople in 

680; it was also to learn, in the course of its negotiations 

with Pope Honorius I, that neither the question nor its 

answer could be expected to find understanding in depth 

by the Western church. 

In many ways the most representative spokesman for 

catholic orthodoxy in the East was Justinian—not only 

because a Christian emperor was regarded as "Christ- 

loving [<£iAox/oio-ros],” but because in Justinian, "as 

hardly ever again in a Byzantine emperor, politics, ad¬ 

ministration, and theology are combined. . . . Neverthe¬ 

less, certain areas can be identified in which the theolo¬ 

gian won out over the ruler and the politician. In these 

there becomes evident a theology of a Neo-Chalcedonian 

coinage which is more original than has been assumed 

hitherto.” The theology of Justinian not only pointed the 

direction in which the reinterpretation of Chalcedon 

would have to move if its decrees were to be made ac¬ 

ceptable to the partisans of the theology of the hypostatic 

union. It also manifested the reverence for tradition that 

lay at the heart of Greek Christianity; and it affirmed that 

close bond between the faith believed in the divine lit¬ 

urgy and the doctrine taught in theology and confessed in 

dogma which, while present also in the Latins, has been 

an especially powerful force in the life and thought of 

the East. 

Such an affirmation of the authority of tradition could, 

of course, be duplicated from the writings of many others. 

Although he did not use the formula, Justinian could have 

claimed that what had been taught "ubique, semper, ab 

omnibus” was to be normative doctrine in the church. 

But his formulation of the principle had special force, 



The Orthodox Consensus 342 

Justn.Monoph. (PG 86:1121) 

Justn.Monoph. {PG 86:1112) 

Justn.Monoph. {PG 
86:1136-37) 

Justn.Monoph. {PG 86:1109) 

Justn.Monoph. {PG 
86:1144-45) 

Paul.Sil.Soph.2 {PG 86:2119) 

and his constant reiteration of it showed how fundamen¬ 

tal it was to his piety and faith. His opponents, usually 

labeled "enemies of the truth," were accused of "follow¬ 

ing neither the prophets nor the evangelists nor the proc¬ 

lamation of the apostles," all of these being equated with 

the orthodox tradition. The enemies of the truth were 

"violating all the doctrines of the fathers." Those who, 

out of loyalty to Cyril, opposed Chalcedon were guilty of 

disloyalty to the unanimous testimony of the orthodox 

fathers, including Cyril. For "Cyril, before the condemna¬ 

tion of Nestorius, in the condemnation, and after the 

condemnation, did not cease to proclaim the confession 

of the two natures in the one Christ. But Severus, the 

enemy of the truth, understanding none of this, calls the 

fathers by the name fathers,’ but denies the dogmas 

which they have handed down to the church in the ortho¬ 

dox tradition [t<x nap avTMv opOws rfj EKKXrjaia 

napaSeSopeva Soy para]. He does not know that while 

Nestorius was condemned for his irreligion, the doctrine 

of the fathers was also denied by him. If then, according 

to the madness of Severus, the statements which the holy 

fathers made in an orthodox sense are to be repudiated 

because the heretics distort them, he will also have to 

abolish Holy Scripture, from which all heretics claim to 

find support for their diseased ideas. It is evident, there¬ 

fore, that according to his foolish position, both the Holy 

Scriptures and the traditions of the fathers must be re¬ 

jected.” Even while he was giving a decidedly Cyrillian 

cast to Chalcedon and interpreting Philippians 2:5-7 on 

the basis of passages from the polemical writings of Cyril, 

he continually professed his unwavering fidelity to "the 

dogmas of the catholic church, the traditions of the fa¬ 

thers, the men who have been outstanding in their time 

within the holy church of God, and those assembled in 

the four sacred councils." Although Byzantine theology 

after the sixth and seventh centuries did not become as 

petrified as the caricatures of it suggest, it was character¬ 

ized by a distinctive subservience to the past even in its 

most original and creative periods of theological dis¬ 
cussion. 

The emperor was also a patron of the liturgical theol¬ 

ogy of the East. For the construction of St. Sophia in 

Constantinople, "both God and the emperor are magni- 
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fied,” God for his gift of victory and the emperor for his 

"magnanimity, intelligence, and. faith." Here the worship 

of God and the cult of the Theotokos had received their 

fitting artistic statement. This liturgical and architectural 

tribute had its counterpart in Justinian’s theology. He 

recognized the liturgical origin of theological formula¬ 

tions, acknowledging that "almost our entire controversy 

over the faith arose from our insisting that Mary is Theo¬ 

tokos." Conversely, where there was false doctrine, there 

would also be false worship. Therefore Justinian made 

the quite unsubstantiated charge that Origen "in the very 

time of his martyrdom denied Christ and paid his worship 

to the many gods of the Greeks." Recalling earlier eu- 

charistic arguments for the theology of the hypostatic 

union, Justinian defined the members of the catholic 

church as those who, "confessing that God the Logos, 

being one of the Trinity, became flesh and was made man, 

eat his body and blood for the forgiveness of sins and for 

life everlasting," as John 6:54 promised. 

The phrase, "one of the Trinity," was an echo of the 

liturgical and dogmatic controversy over the proper form 

of the Trisagion, in which the intimate connection be¬ 

tween worship and doctrine had been evident. According 

to Justinian, Severus had presumed to say that the Tris¬ 

agion was addressed only to the Son, rather than to the 

Father and the Holy Spirit as well. "Supposing that they 

are worshiping the Son, they offend him in their igno¬ 

rance by not worshiping him with the same worship that 

is addressed to the Father and the Holy Spirit." The fa¬ 

thers had handed down the interpretation of the original 

Trisagion, Isaiah 6:3, as a "doxology of the Holy Trin¬ 

ity.” The rule of prayer, as Prosper had said, was to lay 

down the rule of faith. This was true throughout the 

church and had been a decisive factor in the trinitarian 

controversies, where the worship which was addressed to 

Christ and the trinitarian doxology which included the 

Holy Spirit had helped to clinch the case for Christ and 

the Holy Spirit being homoousios with the Father. But 

the iconoclastic controversy of the eighth and ninth cen¬ 

tury was to show again how constitutive of Eastern doc¬ 

trine this congruity between the rule of prayer and the 

rule of faith continued to be. 

One distinctive feature of the doctrinal history of 

Greek Christianity for which Justinian was not especially 
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important was the role of mysticism; for although he used 

such a term as mystagogy [/xwraycoyta],” he meant by it 

the dying words of Peter of Alexandria to the church, not 

the principles of the practice of mysticism. These prin¬ 

ciples had many of their roots in Origen and, behind him, 

in his Platonic heritage. They had been worked out by 

the pupils of Origen, particularly by Gregory of Nyssa 

and Evagrius Ponticus. It was Evagrius who gave them 

the form they had in the literature of Egyptian monasti- 

cism. Most of this material belongs to the history of Chris¬ 

tian spirituality and to the history of ascetic practice, but 

it shaped the history of church doctrine when it spoke of 

the vision of God and of the union between the soul and 

God in a manner that caught up many of the themes of 

Greek Christianity. 

Mysticism became a major doctrinal force with the 

composition of the works that were published under the 

pseudonym of Dionysius the Areopagite, described in 

Acts 17:34 as one of the few Athenians who joined Paul 

and believed. Arising about 500, probably in the 

Monophysite circles of Syria, the Dionysian corpus soon 

achieved wide acceptance as a subapostolic exposition of 

how the celestial hierarchy of God and the angels was 

related to the ecclesiastical hierarchy of bishops and 

priests with their sacraments. Here the mystical specula¬ 

tions of Neoplatonism and the spirituality of Origen were 

integrated into Eastern dogma in a way that was to shape 

the subsequent evolution of doctrine through such move¬ 

ments as the Hesychasm of the fourteenth century. It also 

shaped medieval Western theology, for the writings of 

Dionysius formed the basis for the mystical thought of 

Bernard of Clairvaux and Thomas Aquinas. These de¬ 

velopments belong to later periods in the history of Chris¬ 

tian doctrine and will be treated there, but the Dionysian 

system of mystical doctrine is itself an essential part of the 

story of catholic orthodoxy in the Greek church of the 
sixth century. 

The point at which the dogmas of orthodoxy and the 

tenets of mysticism intersected most significantly was the 

definition of salvation as deification or, in the Dionysian 

schema, "creation, deification, restoration." This Greek 

Christian definition provided Dionysius with a point of 

contact to which he could attach his doctrine of mystical 

union with God. It was the purpose of a hierarchy, 
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It meant attaining to perfection in divine things and 

elevating what was lower to participation in the nature of 

God. "The principle of deification [fj apxr] rij^ OeucreusY’ 

was the beatitude of God himself, that by which he was 

God; his goodness conferred the gift of salvation and 

Dion.Ar.E.h.1.4 (PG 3:376) deification on all rational and intelligent beings. The 

words of John 1:13, which, in a variant reading, had 

See pp. 287-90 above helped to interpret the virgin birth of Christ, were put 

to use here to describe that birth of believers from God 
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by which, through the coming of Christ, earthlings could 

be united to him and receive deification. Such statements 

as these suggest, perhaps more in their connotations than 

in their denotations, that the definition of salvation as 

deification had undergone a change by being identified 

with the goal awaiting the true mystic at the end of the 

three steps of purification, illumination, and union. Al¬ 

though the idea of deification in the Greek fathers had 

run the danger of obscuring the distinction between 

Creator and creature, the pressure of the controversy over 

Christ as creature had acted to restrain any pantheistic 

tendencies that may have been present in it. Now that 

the pressure was coming not from the trinitarian dogma, 

but from the mystical theories of Neoplatonism, these 

tendencies seemed to be asserting themselves with new 

See pp. 236-38 above 

vigor. 
This also became evident in the sacramental theology 

of Dionysius. The sacraments, especially the Eucharist, 

had long been interpreted as the means by which human 

nature was transformed and man was made fit to par¬ 

ticipate in the impassible and incorruptible nature of 

God; this interpretation had been a prominent element 

in the theology of the hypostatic union. The docetic and 

even pantheistic possibilities which the supporters of the 

theology of the indwelling Logos claimed to discern in 

the doctrine of the hypostatic union may have been re¬ 

sponsible for their drawing back from an elaborate 

eucharistic theology. Dionysius was laboring under no 
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such inhibitions and was free to adapt the traditional 

theology of the sacraments, which he cited as his au¬ 

thority, to the uses of his mystical version of the doctrine 

of deification. 

For Dionysius the ecclesiastical hierarchy had as its 

purpose the achievement of the three steps of mystical 

ascent, and to this end it administered baptism, the 

Eucharist, and anointing. Baptism had long been identi¬ 

fied as the sacrament of cleansing, and a favorite patristic 

term for it was illumination. Dionysius called it "the 

tradition of our holy and divine regeneration.’’ Through 

it even little children, who were incapable of grasping 

divine things, were made participants in a divine birth, 

sharing in the sacramental signs of communion with God. 

Trine immersion in baptism represented the three days 

and nights of Christ’s sojourn in the grave and the resur¬ 

rection by which he had accomplished this divine birth. 

But it was the Eucharist to which Dionysius devoted pri¬ 

mary attention as the sacrament of deification. The 

Eucharist was a divine participation and a peaceful shar¬ 

ing in bread and wine, a commemoration of the divine 

supper of participation in God. A brief definition of it was 

participation in Jesus, the communion of the most 

divine Eucharist. Through such communion one was 

permitted to share in "the most perfect forms of deifica¬ 

tion,’’ which enabled him to ignore any but the most 

basic demands of the body and to grow, by means of this 

sublime deification, into a temple of the Holy Spirit. 

This perfection, which was the gift of baptism and of txhe 

Eucharist, reached its consummation here on earth in the 

administration of anointing, which could be called simply 

making perfect [reAer??],” a technical term for various 

rites in the mystery religions and in Christianity. The use 

of such a term suggests that Dionysius regarded the Chris¬ 

tian sacraments, specifically the Eucharist, as "the chief 

symbol of mystical truth; for "Jesus taught theology in 

parables and handed down the deifying sacraments 

through a symbolic setting of the table.” 

In such a system of mystical doctrine, Jesus himself 

could become no more than a "chief symbol” for the 

transcendent reality of man s union with God through 

mystical ascent. The Dionysian writings referred to 

Jesus in many different ways that sought to establish his 

relation to the processes of purification, illumination, and 
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union. It was the content of the instruction received from 

"divine knowledge” to know that "the Godlike life has 

already begun for us in Christ.” Again, Dionysius could 

refer to the goal of both hierarchies as deification and 

add that Jesus was "both the principle of creation and 

the consummation of all the hierarchies.” Nevertheless, 

neither the recitation of such formulas nor the repetition 

of the name of Jesus Christ—-even the repetition in the 

continual "prayer to Jesus” practiced by some of Diony¬ 

sius’s predecessors and successors in Eastern Christian 

mysticism—was a genuine index to the doctrinal signif¬ 

icance of Christ for this theology. For regulating all such 

practices and ideas was a picture of God in which the 

doctrine of the incarnation, as well as the understanding 

of immanence and transcendence underlying this doc¬ 

trine, threatened to be swallowed up in the One and 

the All. Positive statements about God and analogies with 

light by which he was described were "more solemn” 

and seemed to convey revelations about the divine 

reality. But the transcendence of God meant that such 

statements fell far short of describing God and that 

negative statements were "more valid” and "more appro¬ 

priate.” Therefore it was better to say "not what He is, 

but what He is not.” 

This theology of negation implied more than the 

transcendence of the Creator over any and all of his crea¬ 

tures. Eventually, even the terms and concepts that had 

been central to the Christian doctrine of God had to fall 

before the principle that the ultimate divine reality could 

not be properly spoken of except by saying what he was 

not. For all the formal trinitarian orthodoxy of the 

writings of Dionysius, neither the One nor the Three of 

earlier trinitarian theology could be maintained in the 

conventional terms. The One was "a unity that transcends 

oneness [vTreprjvoy/Lievrj evad], so that to call God one was 

not strictly proper unless it was made clear that unity did 

not mean here what it meant anywhere else. For in fact 

God transcended all number, since "number participates 

in being” and God was "One beyond being,” who "de¬ 

termines all number.” He was the "principle and cause 

and number and order” of all things, even of numbers 

themselves. "Therefore the Deity that is above all things 

is worshiped both as a Unity and as a Trinity, but is neither 

a unity nor a trinity in the sense in which we know them. 
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. . . With the trinitary and the unitary divine name we 

name Him who is above names; with things that are 

[we name] Him who is above being.” So transcendent 

was this God that he was above not only incarnation and 

Trinity, but godhead itself, as Dionysius explained in 

a remarkable letter which summarized the doctrines both 

of deity and of deification: 'How does He who tran¬ 

scends all things exist beyond the principle of deity and 

the principle of goodness? If you understand deity and 

goodness to be the matter of being made good and the 

gift of deification, and the inimitable imitation of Him 

who is above God and above the Good, by which we are 

deified and made good. For if this is the principle of 

deification and of being made good for those who are 

deified and made good, then He who is the principle 

above principles, including the principle of so-called 

deity and goodness, transcends the principles both of 

deity and of goodness. And since He is inimitable and 

incomprehensible, He surpasses the imitations and the 

comprehensions of those who imitate [the divine nature] 

and participate in it.” 

There is both historical significance and theological 

irony in the chronological coincidence between the con¬ 

demnation of Origen and the rise of Dionysian mysticism, 

for most of the doctrines on account of which the Second 

Council of Constantinople anathematized Origen were far 

less dangerous to the tradition of catholic orthodoxy than 

was the Crypto-Origenism canonized in the works of 

Dionysius the Areopagite. Anyone who copied the books 

of Severus or Nestorius ran the risk of having his hand 

amputated, but the books of the Areopagite. a convert 

of Paul, could claim an authority that was all but apostolic. 

Because it set the pattern for the reinterpretation of the 

christological development while still affirming the con¬ 

tinuity of the orthodox tradition, even as it bequeathed 

the Dionysian corpus to subsequent centuries in the East 

and in the West, it is correct to say that the century of 

Justinian has, also when it is evaluated in its significance 

for the history of dogma, the conclusive character which 

it appears to have in so many other fields” such as law. 

And so "under Justinian the dogma of the ancient Greek 

church came to a conclusion.” More precisely, under Jus¬ 

tinian there was handed on to the Byzantine theology 

that followed him a congeries of doctrinal ideas that was 
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more monolithic in appearance than the orthodoxy of 

Nicea and Chalcedon had ever been, but that carried 

within it the seeds of its own development and gradual, 

though sometimes almost imperceptible, transformation. 

The Spirit of Eastern Christendom, volume 2 of The 

Christian Tradition, will deal with this development. 

Orthodox Catholicism in the West 

In that section of the church over which Gregory I ruled 

as "last of the church fathers and first of the popes," the 

development of catholic orthodoxy was closely associated 

with the rise of papal hegemony. In many ways Gregory 

and Boethius may be said to have occupied together a 

place in the Latin church analogous to that held by the 

combination of Justinian and Dionysius in Greek Chris¬ 

tianity, for both pairs of sixth-century thinkers caught 

up the distinctive themes of their respective traditions 

and passed them on in a form that was to frame the the¬ 

ology of the subsequent centuries. Like Dionysius, 

Boethius provided orthodox Christian sanction for ideas 

whose non-Christian origin might otherwise have dis¬ 

qualified them. But Boethius was important for the 

medieval West also as the translator of Aristotle and as 

the transmitter of the trinitarian and christological 

dogmas in a collection of theological opuscula that were 

to be the basis of commentaries for a millennium. Grab¬ 

mann has maintained that "of all the Latin writers of the 

patristic era, Boethius is second only to Augustine in his 

influence on scholasticism, especially on the development 

of the scholastic method.” His treatises On the Holy 

Trinity and Against Eutyches and Nestorius were 

thoroughly orthodox in their doctrine, but formulated 

the questions in such a way as to compel examination of 

the relation between revelation and reason as means of 

finding religious truth. 

It was the purpose of his tractate on the Trinity, he 

said in the preface, to investigate the question of the 

mind’s capacity to grasp the mystery of the Trinity, and in 

his conclusion he expressed the hope that he had "fur¬ 

nished some support in an argument [from reason] to an 

article which stands by itself on the firm foundation of 

faith." In his exposition of christological orthodoxy, 

Boethius intended to expound what "catholics confess in 

accordance with reason [rationabiliter],” and elsewhere Boeth.Eut.6 (LCL 112) 
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he bade his reader: "If possible, reconcile faith and rea¬ 

son.” There was, of course, no question what this faith and 

confession included. Boethius held unwaveringly to "the 

true and solid content of the catholic faith,” which was 

the surest source of all truth.” The Boethian authorship 

of the treatise On the Catholic Faith has been disputed 

but is now usually accepted; on this issue at least, its 

affirmation of "this our religion which is called Christian 

and catholic” was consistent with the position of the 

other theological opuscula of Boethius. And if the defense 

of orthodoxy undertaken by Boethius is understood to 

have been motivated by the desire "if possible, to re¬ 

concile faith and reason,” there appears to have been a 

certain kind of consistency also between all the opuscula 

and the Consolation oj Philosophy. In a positive way, 

the providence celebrated in that masterpiece of prison 

literature can be read as a generalized version of the con¬ 

cept of the divine economy presented in Boethius’s ex¬ 

tended paraphrase on the Credo, On the Catholic Faith; 

and negatively, the reliance on reason in the Consolation 

can be read as the catholic via media over against the 

extreme positions taken by heresy, for it was characteris¬ 

tic both of true doctrine and of rational moral philosophy 

to occupy a middle place between extremes. 

To justify his consideration of reason as part of his 

defense of the orthodox dogma of the Trinity, Boethius 

expressed the hope that he was bringing to fruition "the 

seeds of reason from the writings of blessed Augustine.” 

In this respect, too, he was typical as well as influential, 

for during his time Latin theology was working out the 

reinterpreted Augustinism that was, and to a considerable 

degree still is, the orthodox consensus of Western Chris¬ 

tianity about the catholic tradition. Gregory spoke for 

that consensus when he called his own writings "chaff” 

compared with the "wheat” in those of Augustine; his 

biographer has suggested that "perhaps there has never 

been an author who owed more to the writings of an¬ 

other.” The great prestige of the works of Boethius and 

Gregory served only to enhance still further the unique 

eminence of Augustinism as the official way of stating 

Christian doctrine in the West. It is perhaps too much 

to say of Gregory that almost everything in him has its 

roots in Augustine, and yet almost nothing is genuinely 

Augustinian”; but to understand Gregory as a theologian 
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and to relate the seventh, eighth, and ninth century to 

him it is necessary to see his formulations of doctrine as 

Augustinian traditionalism. When, a generation after his 

death, he was celebrated by Ildefonso as wiser than 

Augustine, more eloquent than Cyprian, and more pious 

than Antony, this too had the effect of leading medieval 

theology through Gregory to Augustine—or, at any rate, 

to the Augustinism which, thanks to the Synod of Orange 

and Gregory, had spared Augustine the fate of Origen. 

A convenient and authoritative compendium of the 

catholic consensus in the West seems to have come into 

existence at about this time: the so-called Athanasian 

Creed, for which the first unquestionable testimony comes 

from Caesarius of Arles. The theology of the Athanasian 

Creed has been called "codified and condensed Augustin- 

ianism . . . traditional, almost scholasticized Augustinian- 

ism.” Here the trinitarian argumentation of Augustine 

was given creedal form. The affirmation of the 

Athanasian Creed that "the Father is omnipotent, the Son 

is omnipotent, and the Holy Spirit is omnipotent; yet 

there are not three omnipotents, but one omnipotent" was 

taken almost verbatim from Augustine’s On the Trinity, 

where such statements had occurred more than once. In 

its christological paragraphs, the Athanasian Creed was 

directed chiefly against the Nestorian version of the the¬ 

ology of the indwelling Logos and against the Nestorian 

criticism of the doctrine of the hypostatic union. The 

declaration near the end of the creed that all men would 

"have to give account for their own works" could perhaps 

be interpreted as Semi-Pelagian polemic against Augus¬ 

tine, but there were many similar formulations in 

Augustine himself. On the other hand, "the markedly 

Augustinian tone of its theology generally is no obstacle 

to its having been composed in a Semi-Pelagian envi¬ 

ronment, for however much the Semi-Pelagians of south 

Gaul detested Augustine’s teaching about grace and pre¬ 

destination, they yielded to none in their admiration for 

his Trinitarian and Christological doctrines"; and it was 

these latter doctrines, rather than the points at issue be¬ 

tween Augustine and the Semi-Pelagians, that formed the 

core of the Athanasian Creed, which, despite its offi¬ 

cial name, could more aptly have been called "the Augus¬ 

tinian Creed." 

Although the Athanasian Creed opened and closed with 
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an affirmation of the authority of "the catholic faith," it 

did not refer, even implicitly, to the form in which that 

authority was clothed and through which it was exerted 

in Western Christendom, namely, the primacy of the pope 

of Rome. The origins and growth of the papacy as an 

institutional structure do not properly belong to the his¬ 

tory of doctrine; neither does the tangled account of the 

relations of the pope to other rulers, temporal and 

spiritual. Church history and the history of canon law 

have the task of telling all of that story. But It was 

characteristic of the papacy, as it had already been much 

earlier of the episcopacy, that it was not only a practical 

system of ecclesiastical governance subject to adjustment 

and compromise, but also a doctrine that was to be be¬ 

lieved, taught, and confessed by the church on the basis 

of the word of God. Only in this sense is the papacy 

of direct interest to us here. Although earlier pontiffs, 

notably Leo I, had set forth much of the con ten1- of the 

doctrine of papal primacy and authority, there is prob¬ 

ably no exaggeration in the conventional view, which 

sees the teaching and practice of Gregory I as the signif¬ 

icant turning point for the papacy, not only jurisdic- 

tionally but also theologically. In the course of exercising 

his office he established the doctrinal foundation for his 

administrative decisions, and in one of his letters he 

summarized the doctrine: 

"To all who know the Gospel it is obvious that by 

the voice of the Lord the care of the entire church was 

committed to the holy apostle and prince of all the 

apostles, Peter. . . . Behold, he received the keys of the 

kingdom of heaven, the power to bind and loose was 

given to him, and the care and principality of the entire 

church was committed to him. . . . Am I defending my 

own cause in this matter? Am I vindicating some special 

injury of my own? Is it not rather the cause of Almighty 

God, the cause of the universal church? . . . And we 

certainly know that many priests of the church of Con¬ 

stantinople have fallen into the whirlpool of heresy and 

have become not only heretics but heresiarchs. . . . Cer¬ 

tainly, in honor of Peter, the prince of the apostles, 

[the title universal’] was offered to the Roman pontiff by 

the venerable Council of Chalcedon." The proof text for 

the doctrine of the primacy of Peter among the apostles, 

and therefore for the doctrine of the primacy of the pope 
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in the one, holy, catholic, and apostolic church, was the 

saying of Jesus to Peter in Matthew 16:18: "And I tell 

you, you are Peter [nexpos], and on this rock {Wi-pa] 

I will build my church." The question of the proper 

meaning of these words and of their applicability to the 

relation between Rome and other churches had been a 

matter of confusion and controversy at the time of 

Cyprian, but Gregory had no hesitation in quoting them 

here, together with John 21:17 and Luke 22:31, as a 

proof text. He quoted the same catena of passages from 

the Gospels elsewhere to prove that the "holy church 

has been established in the solidity of the prince of the 

apostles, whose firmness of mind has been carried over 

to his name." The commission of Christ meant that "by 

the authority of God, Peter holds principality in the 

church." Using the metaphor of the church as a ship, 

which went back at least to Tertullian, Hippolytus, and 

Cyprian, Gregory saw the bark of Peter mentioned in 

Luke 5:3 as "the church, which has been committed 
to Peter." 

Such statements as these were not intended primarily 

to exalt the place of Peter among the twelve apostles 

of the first century, but to affirm the place of the bishop 

of Rome among the bishops of the sixth century. Peter 

had been the first bishop of Rome, and the pope was 

his successor. To be sure, Peter had also been in Alex¬ 

andria and in Antioch, and Gregory sometimes put forth 

the idea that these two patriarchs shared with him the 

primacy given to Peter: Rome was the see where Peter 

had died, Alexandria the see to which he had sent Mark, 

and Antioch the see which he himself had occupied 

for seven years. There was one see of Peter in three 

places. But this touch of whimsy about the apostle did 

not have any far-reaching implications for Gregory’s 

concrete doctrine of primacy in the church. Everybody 

knew that the see of Peter was Rome. When the legates 

at Chalcedon in 451 responded to the reading of Leo’s 

Tome with the exclamation, "Peter has spoken through 

the mouth of Leo!" they were simply giving voice to this 

general assumption. For the early church, primacy had 

belonged in a special way to Jerusalem, the mother city 

of all believers. But it had moved from the capital city of 

the old Israel to the capital city of the world, which 

became the capital city of the new Israel. The story of 
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the Book of Acts began with the return of the apostles, 

Peter being the first listed, to Jerusalem; but it closed with 

the simple and portentous sentence: "And so we came 

to Rome.” The "we” in that sentence were presumably 

Paul and Luke, and no mention was made of Peter. But 

Rome was where both Peter and Paul had been 

martyred and were buried, and this had given the church 

of Rome a unique eminence as early as the time of Ter- 

tullian. Citing the events of 451, Gregory declared that 

"the prelates of this apostolic see, which by the providence 

of God I serve, had the honor offered to them of being 

called 'universal’ by the venerable Council of Chalcedon.” 

This title "universal [otKou/xevtKo?]” could not therefore 

be claimed by Constantinople, even though it was the new 

Rome. The church of Rome was the mother of other 

churches in the Latin West, which were subject to it. 

The churches of the Greek East, too, owed a special 

allegiance to Rome. As far as the church of Constantino¬ 

ple was concerned, "who would doubt that it has been 

made subject to the apostolic see,” that is, of course, to 

Rome? By hailing the authority of Leo, the fathers at 

Chalcedon gave witness to the orthodoxy of Rome. One 

see after another had capitulated in this or that con¬ 

troversy with heresy. Constantinople had given rise to 

several heretics during the fourth and fifth centuries, 

notably Nestorius and Macedonius, and the other sees 

had also been known to stray from the true faith occa¬ 

sionally. But Rome had a special position. The bishop of 

Rome had the right by his own authority to annul the 

acts of a synod. In fact, when there was talk of a council 

to settle controversies, Gregory asserted the principle 

that "without the authority and the consent of the apos¬ 

tolic see, none of the matters transacted [by a council] 

have any binding force.” Although he was willing to 

draw a parallel between the four Gospels and the four 

ecumenical councils, he was already beginning to formu¬ 

late a doctrine of the dogmatic authority of Rome, based 

on the primacy of Peter and corroborated by a record 

and reputation for doctrinal orthodoxy. This doctrine, 

however, was not to achieve complete definition as a 

dogma until many centuries later. Although he held 

tenaciously to the authority of tradition and the teachings 

of the fathers, the see of Rome had a special assignment 

to defend that tradition. As another bishop wrote to 
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Gregory, "I know what a grave matter it is to transgress 

the limits that have been set for us by the fathers. . . 

Therefore I take my refuge in the bosom and the lap of 

your most sacred Roman church.” The particular issue 

involved here was episcopal ambition rather than dogma, 

but even matters of church administration had to be adju¬ 

dicated on the basis of doctrine, namely, on the basis of 

the doctrine of the primacy of the pope. 

In the development of several other doctrines as well, 

"Gregory is throughout prefigurative of the Middle 

Ages.” As a loyal Augustinian, he repeated many of his 

master’s ideas, together with the general patristic heritage 

which he had received. For example, he took over from 

earlier theology the image of the devil as the Leviathan of 

Job 41:1, whom Christ lured into swallowing him by 

baiting the hook of his divinity with his humanity. When 

the hook of Christ’s divinity sank in, the devil could not 

hold the bait but expelled Christ the man, together with 

the human race, and thus redemption was achieved. But 

some of the elements in the patristic heritage were re¬ 

worked in Gregory’s thought. Two such were the doc¬ 

trine of purgatory and the doctrine of the sacrifice of the 

Mass. Neither of these doctrines may be said to be 

uniquely Western, for there are equivalents to both in the 

Greek theologians; but Latin theology, as it was sys¬ 

tematized by Gregory, gave them definitive form. The 

origins of the idea of purgatory may be traced to the 

widespread hope, expressed by Origen, that the power 

of the saving will of God extended beyond the limits of 

this earthly life, granting men a further opportunity for 

purification and eventual salvation even after death. Au¬ 

gustine, while opposing himself to the speculations of 

Origen about the universal salvation of all men and of 

the devil, nevertheless believed that there were "tem¬ 

porary punishments after death” and that it was appro¬ 

priate to pray that some of the dead be granted remission 

of sins. These suggestions about purgatorial fire, made 

tentatively and in passing, became "something that has 

to be believed [credendus]” in Gregory. Again, "it has 

to be believed [credendum est]” that the prayers of the 

faithful availed in obtaining release from purgatorial fire 

for those who had sinned "not out of malice but out of 

the error of ignorance.” Such men were "somewhat 

deficient in perfect righteousness,” but could be aided 
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by the intercession of the departed saints and of the 

faithful here on earth. 

A special kind of intercession was the sacrifice of the 

Mass. "If guilty deeds are not beyond absolution even 

after death, the sacred offering of the saving Victim 

consistently aids souls even after death, so that the very 

souls of the departed seem sometimes to yearn for this.” 

The liturgy and the theology of the church had long 

believed and taught that the Eucharist was a sacrifice of 

the body and blood of Christ. But in the course of the 

disquisition on purgatory just quoted, Gregory stated 

the sacrificial interpretation of the Eucharist with new 

definiteness and detail: "We ought to immolate to God 

... the daily sacrifices of our tears, the daily offerings 

of His flesh and blood. . . . For who among the faithful 

can have any doubt that at the very hour of the immola¬ 

tion, in response to the voice of the priest, the heavens 

are opened and the choirs of angels are present in this 

mystery of Jesus Christ?” On the nature of the 

eucharistic presence, by contrast, Gregory was far less 

specific, repeating Augustinian formulas that left it quite 

vague. He spoke of "His body and blood in our sacra¬ 

ment” in language that would seem to teach the real 

presence, but made very little more of it. Only in the 

ninth century did the doctrine of the real presence become 

a matter of controversy; meanwhile, however, thanks at 

least partly to Gregory, the doctrine of the sacrifice of the 

Mass was established teaching. Wlien the former doc¬ 

trine did come up for discussion, therefore, the latter 

was the presupposition of the discussion, and theologians 

debated about the presence of that body and blood which, 

by common consent, was offered sacrificially in the cele¬ 
bration of the sacrament. 

Between the theology of the Greek fathers and its 

reinterpretation by Augustine, on the one hand, and the 

Augustinian traditionalism that led to scholasticism, on 

the other hand, stood the doctrinal consolidation that took 

place in the Latin church during the sixth century. For 

a thousand years after Gregory, the fundamental assump¬ 

tion underlying almost all the doctrinal treatises and 

biblical commentaries of Western theologians was the 

teaching authority of the bishop of Rome. The limits of 

that authority were often a matter of debate, and specific 

decisions a matter of challenge, but everyone was obliged 
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to avow his loyalty to the pope. Doctrinal orthodoxy 

throughout Christendom meant wholehearted acceptance 

of the dogmas whose development has been traced in this 

book, but in the catholic West it came to mean more 

—or perhaps less: obedience to the holy see. Even the 

decisions of ecumenical councils had to be ratified by 

Rome, and eventually the codification of the dogmas from 

the beginning was attributed to Roman authority. Prosper 

of Aquitaine, addressing himself to the conflicts over 

the doctrine of grace after Augustine, stated the consensus 

of orthodox Catholicism in the Latin church: "For a 

profession of faith in the doctrine of the grace of God 

... we consider quite sufficient what the writings of the 

apostolic see . . . have taught us. Anything that is con¬ 

trary to these propositions we cannot regard in any way 

Prosp.Auct.io (pl 51:212) as consistent with the catholic faith.” Medieval thought 

accepted this normative definition; it reexamined the 

Augustinian formulation of apostolic teaching; it re¬ 

opened the Boethian consideration of Aristotelian philos¬ 

ophy; and in all these ways it reinterpreted the Gregorian 

consensus on orthodox catholic doctrine. Volume 3 of 

The Christian Tradition, The Growth of Medieval The¬ 

ology, will describe these developments. 
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—doctrine of, in: Gnosticism, 84, 87-88; 

Jerome, 288-89; Marcion, 73, 157; 

Montanism, 101; Tertullian, 288-89 
—relation to doctrine of: Christ, 232, 

288; demons, 135-36; the Holy 
Spirit, 108 

Asterius the Sophist, d. ca. 341, Arian 
theologian, 202 

Astrology, 281-82 

Athanasian Creed, 278, 351-52 

Athanasius, d. 373, bishop of Alexandria. 
See also Arius; Nicea; Origen; 

Tertullian; Sabellius 

—cited, 2, 6, 62, 172-73, 232 

—on the doctrine of: angels, 197; 

catholicity, 334; Christ, 175, 203-7; 

210, 226-27, 245, 273; of creation, 

197, 203-5; demons, 135-37; 
God, 53; the Holy Spirit, 211-18; 

hypostasis, 219; Mary, 241-42; 

salvation, 205-6; sin, 282, 284-85; 

the Trinity, 175, 203-7, 211-18, 
219, 226-27 

—relation of, to: Apollinarism, 248; 

Arianism, 193-200; Dionysius of 

Alexandria, 193; Dionysius of Rome, 

193; Homoiousians, 210; Nicea, 
203-7 

Athenagoras, second-century apologist 
—cited, 121 

—on the doctrine of: angels, 134; Christ, 
188, 189, 191; creation, 51-52; 

demons, 135; inspiration, 60; 
resurrection, 51—52 

Athens, 41-42, 49 

Atonement. See Christ, work of 

Augustine, d. 430, bishop of Hippo 

Regius. See also Gregory I; 

Manicheism; Pelagius 

—on the doctrine of: baptism, 302, 304, 

311, 317-18; Christ, 256, 258, 290, 
293; the church, 293, 302-4, 

309-10, 311-12, 334, 337, 338, 
339; creation, 294-97, 298-99; the 

Eucharist, 304-6; fate, 282, 320-21; 

God, 54, 294-97; grace, 294-307, 

315, 329; history, 38,40-41, 56; 
the law, 60; Mary, 290, 314; the 

millennium, 129; predestination, 

297-98; purgatory, 355; the 

sacraments, 302, 304-6, 309-11; 

Scripture, 22, 303—4; sin, 299—301, 
313-18; tradition, 293, 320, 337, 

338, 339; the Trinity, 67, 197, 224, 
296-97; virgin birth, 290 

—relation of, to: apologetics, 40-41; 

Athanasian Creed, 351; Augustinism, 

329—31, 338, 350—51; Boethius, 

349, 350; Cassian, 319-24; 
Chalcedon, 256, 293; Cicero, 63; 

Cyprian, 292, 317; Donatism, 

308—13; Faustus of Riez, 319—24, 

326; Gregory I, 350-51, 355-56; 

heresy, 69, 307-8; Judaism, 21; 

Manicheism, 81, 300-301, 337, 338; 
Marcion, 81; Pelagius and 

Pelagianism, 313-18; Plato and 
Platonism, 33, 295-97; Plotinus, 

295-96; Porphyry, 295-96; Prosper 
of Aquitaine, 319, 323, 325, 326-27; 

Semi-Pelagianism, 319-24; the 
Sibyl, 65; Tertullian, 304; Vergil, 

64; Victorinus, 295-96; Vincent of 

Lerins, 319-24, 333, 337 
Augustine, d. 604, missionary to 

England, 66 

Augustinism, 329-31, 338, 350-51 

Authority. See Church; Scripture; 
Tradition 

Babai, d. ca. 628, Nestorian catholicos of 
Kashkar in Persia, 267-68 

Baptism, 163-66. See also Church; 

Eucharist; Penance; Sacraments 
—defined as: illumination, 164, 346; 

infant baptism, 290—92, 316—18; 
seal, 164 

—doctrine of, in: Arius and Arianism, 

199-200; Augustine, 302, 304, 311, 

317-18; Caesarius, 328; Celestius, 

317; Clement of Alexandria, 164; 
Cyprian, 163, 165, 166, 291-92; 

Cyril of Alexandria, 227, 237; 

Pseudo-Dionysius, 346; Donatism, 
309; Faustus, 322; Hermas, 164; 

Hippolytus, 163, 166; Ignatius, 

165-66; Irenaeus, 163-64; emperor 
Julian, 29; Julian of Eclanum, 317; 

Justin, 14; Montanism, 104; Nicene 

Creed, 316; Synod of Orange, 328; 

Origen, 165, 290-91; Pelagius and 
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Baptism (continued) 

Pelagianism, 317-18; Prosper, 322; 
Tertullian, 163-66, 290 

—relation to doctrine of: circumcision, 17; 

Christ, 227; Eucharist, 162-63; 

Holy Spirit, 216-17; sin, 290-92, 

316-18; Trinity, 216-18 

Barnabas, Epistle of, second-century letter: 
on the doctrine of creation, 197; the 

law, 17, 38; the millennium, 124; 

the Old Testament, 14; sacrifice, 147 

Basil, d. 379, bishop of Caesarea. See also 

Gregory of Nazianzus; Gregory of 
Nyssa 

—cited, 69, 196 

—on the doctrine of: the Holy Spirit, 
2 11—18; the Trinity, 218—24 

—relation of, to: Platonism, 222 

Basilides, second-century Gnostic in 
Alexandria, 84-85, 88, 90 

Benedictus. See Worship 

Bible. See Scripture 

Bishops. See also Church; Priesthood; 
Sacraments 

—doctrine of, in: Augustine, 309-10; 
Cyprian, 119, 158-59, 160; 

Donatism, 309; Eusebius, 119; 

Ignatius, 160; Irenaeus, 118—19; 
Tertullian, 118-19 

—on the doctrine of: Christ, 349-50; the 

church, 333; faith and reason, 43—44, 
349—50; the Trinity, 349 

—relation of, to: Arianism, 199—200; 

Aristotle, 42, 349, 357; Augustine, 

349> 3 50; Pseudo-Dionysius, 
349; Plato, 42 

Boethius, d. ca. 524, Roman consul and 

Christian philosopher, 42-44 

Boniface II, d. 532, bishop of Rome, 329 

Braga, Council of, in 563: 136, 181-82 

Caesarius, d. 542, bishop of Arles, 
327-28, 351 

Callistus, d. ca. 223, bishop of Rome, 

157-59 

Carthage, Conference of, in 411: 308; 
in 418, 318 

Cassian, John, d. 435, monk at 

Marseilles, 319-24, 330, 338-39 
Catholic. See Church, defined as catholic 
Celestine, d. 432, bishop of Rome, 263 

Celestius, fifth-century follower of Pelagius 

—cited, 313 

—on the doctrine of: baptism, 317; sin, 

315-16; the Trinity, 316 

—relation of, to: Council of Ephesus, 318, 

330; heresy, 316 

Celsus, second-century critic of 

Christianity answered by Origen: on 

allegory, 31; Christ, 174, 184, 189; 

Judaism, 14; philosophy, 34; prophets, 

99; salvation, 29; the Sibyl, 65. See 

also Origen 

Cerdo, second-century Gnostic, 71—72, 
113 

Cerinthus, ca. 100, early Gnostic, 83 
Chalcedon, Council of, in 451 

—on the doctrine of: Christ, 263-66 

—relation of, to: Alexandrians, 265-66, 

Antiochenes, 264-65; Augustine, 
293; Second Council of Constanti¬ 

nople, 277; Gregory I, 335, 354; 
Justinian, 276-77, 342; Leo, 263, 

264; subsequent development, 266, 

340-41 
Christ. See also Eucharist; God; Salvation; 

Scripture; Trinity; Worship 

—defined as: adopted, 175—76, 253; 

angel, 182-84, 197-98; creature, 

195-97, 204, 273-74; God, 173, 

T77—78, 195, 230-32, 254; homo- 
ousios, 202, 210, 231, 269; homoi- 

ousios, 209—10; hypostatic union, 

247-51, 258-59, 265-66, 340-41, 

351; Jesus and Christ, 24, 83; Logos, 
creating, 86, 186-89, 196, 204-5; 

Logos, incarnate, 161, 188, 198, 230- 

31, 256—60; Logos, indwelling, 251— 

56, 259, 261, 264-65, 276-77, 340, 

35i; Logos, seminal, 32, no, 161; 
Messiah, 18—20; omniscient, 273—74; 

only-begotten, 202, 204; personal 

union, 252; prince of angels, 183; 

sermo, 187; Son of God, 29, 189-90, 

196, 208, 213-14, 254; Spirit, 184- 

86; two natures, 256-66, 276; 

union with the communication of 
properties, 249-51, 270-74 

—doctrine of, in: Alexandrians, 227, 

247-51; Ambrose, 245, 257; An¬ 

tiochenes, 227, 251-56; Apollinaris 
and Apollinarism, 228, 239-40; 

Aphraates, 184-85; Arius and 

Arianism, 195-200; Athanasian 

Creed, 351; Athanasius, 175, 203-7, 
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210, 226-27, 245, 273; Athenagoras, 

188, 189, 191; Augustine, 256, 258, 

290, 293; Boethius, 349-50; Celsus, 

174, 184, 189; Chalcedon, 263-66; 

Clement of Alexandria, 47—48, 146, 

174, 185, 188—89; Second Clement, 

173, 238; Second Constantinople, 
244, 277, 340-41; Cyprian, 147, 

154, 187; Cyril of Alexandria, 227, 

245—51; Pseudo-Dionysius, 346—47; 

Ebionites, 24, 176; Elkesaites, 24; 

Council of Ephesus, 260—61, 318, 

329-30, 340; "Robber Synod” of 

Ephesus, 262-63; Ephraem Syrus, 
150, 183; Eustathius, 255; Eu- 

tyches and Eutychianism, 259, 262, 
271, 275; Gnosticism, 83, 89, 94, 

174, 202, 241; Gregory I, 274, 355; 

Gregory of Nazianzus, 148; Gregory 

of Nyssa, 276; Hermas, 175, 183, 

184; in Hilary, 147, 256-57; Hip- 

polytus, 178, 180, 191; Homoiousi- 

ans, 209-10; Ibas, 275-77; Ignatius, 

174, 177, 184, 187, 189; Irenaeus, 

75-76, 90, 149-50, 187, 189; 

Jacob Baradaeus, 270; Jerome, 187; 
John of Antioch, 262; Julian of 

Halicarnassus, 272; Justin, 38, 143, 

145, 150, 192; Justinian, 275-77; 

Leo I, 245, 256-58, 263-64; Leon¬ 

tius, 272; Manicheism, 202; Marcion, 

75-76, 78, 174; Melito, 177; Meth¬ 

odius, 190; Monophysites, 271-75; 

Nestorius and Nestorianism, 245, 

251-56, 267-68; Nicene Creed, 255, 

262; Noetus and Noetians, 104, 178- 
80; Novatian, 190; Origen, 38, 58, 

148; Paul of Samosata, 176, 198, 202; 

Philoxenus, 273; Poly carp, Martyr¬ 
dom of, 173; Praxeas, 104-5, 

179-80; Proclus, 271; Ptolemy, 90; 

Rufinus, 355; Seleucia-Ctesiphon, 

268; Severus, 245, 269; Tertullian, 

147, 184, 187, 188; Theodore, 240, 

246, 251-56; Theodoret, 249, 263— 

64, 275-77; Theodosius of Alexan¬ 

dria, 269, 270; Theodotus, 176; 

Theophilus, 29, 188-89, 191-92; 
Zeno, 274-75; Zephyrinus, 181 

life of, 142, 250-51: birth, 286-90 

(See also Mary); baptism, 176, 254; 

growth, 198, 253-54, 257; tempta¬ 

tion, 259—60; teachings, 142-46, 

313; miracles, 244-45; suffering, 

146-49, 231; crucifixion, 58, 136, 

146- 49, 153, 245-46, 257-58; 
descent into hell, 150-51, 165; 

resurrection, 30, 47-48, 149-52; 

second coming, 19, 126-27, 131 

—work of (See also Salvation), 141-42, 

152-53, 232-33: atonement, 149; 
example, 143-46; exchange, 257- 

58; lawgiver, 38-39; lifegiver, 232, 

235-36; mediator, 249; ransom, 
148—49; recapitulation, 144-45; 

rescue from the devil, 149-51, 355; 

sacrifice, 146-47, 206; satisfaction, 

147— 48; Second Adam, 144—45 

Chrysostom, John, d. 407, bishop of Con¬ 

stantinople, 25 

Church. See also Baptism; Bishops; Priest¬ 

hood; Sacraments; Tradition; Worship 

—defined as one, holy, catholic, apostolic, 

156: one, 69, 70, 117-18, 159-60, 

309, 311-12; holy, ioo-iox, 156- 

59, 309, 3n; catholic, 70, 278, 309, 

333-34, 337, 350-52; apostolic, 
108- 20, 351-55 

—doctrine of, in: Athanasius, 334; Au¬ 
gustine, 293, 302-4, 309-10, 311- 

12, 334, 337, 338, 339; Boethius, 
333; Clement of Rome, 109; Cyp¬ 

rian, 119, 122, 159; Donatism, 309- 

10; Eusebius, 119; Gregory 1, 334— 

39, 352-55; Hilary, 333~34; Hip- 
polytus, 157-58; Ignatius, 159-60; 

Irenaeus, 113, 118, 120, 156; Jer¬ 

ome, 333; Justinian, 341-42; 

Manicheism, 91; Montanus and 

Montanism, 99—100, 105—6; Nicene 

Creed, 156; Optatus, 311; Origen, 

109- 17, 160; Prosper, 339, 343, 357; 

Tertullian, 109, 118-19, 157; 

Trullan Synod, 336-37; Vincent, 

333-39 
Cicero, d. 43 B.C., Roman orator and 

philosopher, 63, 281, 282 

Clement of Alexandria, d. ca. 215, head 

of "catechetical school” 

—cited, 35-36, 46-48, 56-57 
—on the doctrine of: baptism, 164; Christ, 

47-48, 146, 174, 185, 188-89; 
creation, 35-36; eschatology, 128; 

God, 54; inspiration, 60; man, 47- 

48, 284; salvation, 145-46, 155; 

tradition, 96 
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Clement of Alexandria (continued) 

—relation of, to: Gnosticism, 95—97; 

hellenization, 54—55; Origen, 95- 

97, 128; philosophy, 46-48, 63; 

Plato and Platonism, 33—34, 

145-46; the Sibyl, 65 

Clement, ca. 96, bishop of Rome: on the 

doctrine of apostolic continuity, 109; 

Christ, 143, 152; the priesthood, 25 

Clement, Second Epistle of, earliest 

Christian sermon, ca. 150, 173, 238 

Commodianus, Christian poet, probably 

fifth century, 125, 127 

Communication of properties. See Christ, 

defined as union 

Constantine I, d. 337, Roman emperor, 

193, 202, 207; Oration of, 64 

Constantinople, 41-42, 267, 342-43, 354 

Constantinople, First Council of, in 381: 
270 

Constantinople, Second Council of, in 553: 

244, 277, 337-38, 340-41 

Constantius II, d. 361, Roman emperor, 

209-10 

Cosmology. See Creation 

Councils: Gregory I on, 335, 338, 354; 

Justinian on, 342; Rome and, 357. See 

also names of individual councils 

Creation, 36-37, 112, 204. See also Christ, 

defined as creature; Christ, defined as 

Logos; God 

—doctrine of, in: apologists, 35—37; 

Athanasius, 197, 203-5; Athena- 

goras, 51-52; Augustine, 294-97, 

298-99; Barnabas, Epistle to, 197; 

Clement of Alexandria, 35—36; 

Cyril of Alexandria, 230, 234; 

Gnosticism, 86-87, 197; Irenaeus, 

36-37, 112, 134; Marcion, 73-74, 

78; Nicene Creed, 203-5; Plato 

and Platonism, 35-36; Ptolemy, 86, 

88; Tatian, 51; Tertullian, 36; 

Theophilus, 36 

Creeds, 116-17, 127, 156. See also 

Apostles’ Creed; Athanasian Creed; 

Nicea, Creed of; Church; Tradition 

Cyprian, d. 258, bishop of Carthage 

—on the doctrine of: baptism, 163, 165, 

166, 291-92; bishops, 119, 159; the 

church, 122, 159; Christ, 147, 154, 

187; eschatology, 145; the Eucharist, 

I47, 168—69; the Holy Spirit, 166; 

the law, 38-39; primacy of Peter, 

119, 159; the priesthood, 25; sin, 

291—92 

—relation of, to: Augustine, 292, 317; 

Judaism, 16, 56; Montanism, 99 

Cyril, d. 444, bishop of Alexandria. See 

also Alexandrians; Antiochenes; Chai- 

cedon; Monophysites; Nestorius 

—on the doctrine of: baptism, 227, 237; 

Christ, 227, 245-51; the Eucharist, 

236-38; God, 53, 230-31, 251; the 

Holy Spirit, 211-18; miracles, 245; 

salvation, 232-34; Scripture, 243; 

sin, 286 

relation of, to: Antiochenes, 228, 253; 

Chalcedon, 264; Ephesus, 261; Jus¬ 

tinian, 276, 342; Theodoret, 263 

Cyril, d. 386, bishop of Jerusalem, 2, 62, 

102 

Cyril of Scythopolis, sixth-century Greek 
monk, 271 

David, 323 

Dead Sea Scrolls, 24—25 

Death. See Eschatology; Man, defined as 

mortal; Man, defined as soul; Salvation 

Decalogue. See Law, Mosaic 

Deification. See Salvation 

Democritus, d. ca. 370 B.C., pre-Socratic 

philosopher, 50 

Demons. See Devils 

Descent into hell. See Christ, life of 

Determinism. See Fate 

Devils, 95, 135-37, 148-51, 232, 355 

Didache (Teaching of the Twelve 

Apostles), manual of church order from 

the late first or the second century, 25, 

59, 126, 146, 153, 156 

Didymus, d. 398, "the Blind,” Alexandrian 

theologian 

—on the doctrine of: God, 53; the Holy 

Spirit, 214; the Trinity, 218, 223 

~—relation of, to: Arianism, 193; Montan¬ 

ism, 102; Nicea, 203-7 

Diognetus, Epistle to, second-century 

letter, 148 

Dionysius, d. ca. 264, bishop of Alexan¬ 

dria, 192 

Dionysius, Pseudo-, the Areopagite, ca. 

500, mystical theologian 

—on the doctrine of: Christ, 346-47; 

God, 54, 347—48; the sacraments, 

345-46; salvation, 344-45; the 

Trinity, 347-48 
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—relation of, to: Boethius, 349; Evagrius, 
344; Origen, 344, 348 

Dionysius, d. 268, bishop of Rome, 192— 

93 

Docetism. See Christ, doctrine of, in 
Gnosticism 

Doctrine, defined, 1-10; development of, 
7-10, 211 

Dogma, 3-4, 141-42, 316 

Donatism, rigorist North African sect 

from the fourth to the seventh or eighth 
century 

—on the doctrine of: baptism, 309; the 

church, 309; sacraments, 309—10 

—relation of, to: Augustine, 308—13; to 

Pelagianism, 308-9 
Doxology. See Worship 

Dualism, 24, 36, 73-75, 80, 136, 140 

Ebionites, Jewish Christian sect, 24, 176 

Economy, divine dispensation in history, 

27, 212, 228-29, 272. See also Mon¬ 
archy 

Elkesaites, Jewish Christian sect, 24 
Emanation, 85 

Encratities, Gnostic ascetics, 87 

Ephesus, Council of, in 431: 260-61, 318, 
329-30, 340 

Ephesus, "Robber Synod” of, in 449: 262- 

63 
Ephraem Syrus, d. 373, Syrian theologian, 

150, 183 

Epiphanius, d. 403, bishop of Salamis, 102, 

179 

Eschatology, 98-99, 123-32. See also 

Christ; Man, defined as mortal; Salva¬ 
tion 

—components of: Antichrist, 127—28; 

hope, 127; millennium, 70, 124—25, 

129; purgatory, 355-56; resurrection 

to eternal life, 47-48, 51-52, 232- 

33; second coming of Christ, 19, 
126-27, 131 

—doctrine of, in: Ambrose, 52; Augus¬ 

tine, 38, 40-41, 56, 129, 355; 
Barnabas, Epistle to, 124; Clement of 

Alexandria, 128; creeds, 127; Cyp¬ 
rian, 145; Didache, 125-26; 

Eusebius, 129; Gregory I, 355-56; 

Gregory of Nyssa, 128-29, 151-52; 

Hermas, 125—26; Hippolytus, 56, 

106, 128; Irenaeus, 70, 124, 127— 

28; Justin, 125, 153-54; Lactantius, 
65; liturgies, 125-26; Methodius, 
48—49, 125; Montanus and Montan- 

ism, 98-99, 101; Nicene Creed, 

131-32, 208; Origen, 37-38, 48, 96, 

125, 128-29, 151-52, 355; Papias, 
124, 129; the Sibyl, 65; Tertullian, 

57, 127, 129-30, 154; Theophilus, 

65 
Eucharist, 166-71, 236-38. See also 

Baptism; Christ; Church; Eschatology; 
Sacraments; Worship 

—defined as: medicine of immortality, 

169-70, 237-38; real presence, 167- 

68, 236-38, 305, 356; sacrifice, 25, 

146-47, 168-69, 356; substance, 

44-45 

—doctrine of, in: Alexandrians, 236—38; 

Antiochenes, 236-38; apologists, 28; 

Augustine, 304-6; Chrysostom, 25; 
Cyprian, 147, 168—69; Cyril of Alex¬ 

andria, 236-38; Didache, 126-27, 

146; Pseudo-Dionysius, 345-46; 

Eutherius of Tyana, 238; Gregory I, 

355—56; Ignatius, 168; Irenaeus, 
167-70; Justin, 167-68; Justinian, 

343; Nestorius and Nestorianism, 

238; Origen, 156, 168, 170; Ter¬ 

tullian, 168; Theodore, 236-37 

—relation to doctrine of: baptism, 162- 

63; Christ, 236-38; eschatology, 
126-27 

Eunomius, d. ca. 395, Arian bishop of 

Cyzicus, 196, 228 

Eusebius, d. ca. 340, bishop of Caesarea 
and church historian 

—cited, 7-8 

—on the doctrine of: apostolic succession, 

119; homoousios, 202; the millen- 
ium, 129; tradition, 336 

—relation of, to: apologetics, 39—40; 

Gnosticism, 23; Josephus, 20; 

Judaism, 56; Marcellus, 208; Mon- 

tanism, 99, too; Nicea, 201; Philo, 

20; the Sibyl, 65 

Eustathius, d. ca. 337, bishop of Antioch, 

255 
Eutherius, d. after 434, bishop of Tyana, 

238 

Eutyches, d. 454, archimandrite of a mon¬ 

astery in Constantinople, 259, 262, 271, 

275 
Eutychianism. See Eutyches 
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Evagrius Ponticus, d. 399, Libyan monk 

and mystical writer, 82, 344 

Evil, problem of, 36, 38, 73-74, 136 

Fate, 43, 280-83, 297, 320-21, 327 
Father. See Trinity 

Faustus, d. ca. 490, bishop of Riez 

—on the doctrine of: baptism, 322; 

grace, 320; man, 323-24; prayer, 

323; predestination, 320-22 

—relation of, to: Augustine, 319-24, 326 
Filioque. See Holy Spirit 

Flavian, d. 449, bishop of Constantinople, 
263 

Forgiveness of sins. See Salvation 

Fulgentius, d. 533, bishop of Ruspe, 325 

Gloria Patri. See Worship, components of 

Gnosticism, early Christian heresy. See also 

Basilides; Irenaeus; Marcion; Simon, 
Valentinus 

—on the doctrine of: aeons, 85-87; 

angels, 197; Christ, 83, 89, 94, 174, 

202, 241; creation, 86-87, 197; man, 

86-88, 282-83; salvation, 88-92; 
Scripture, 92-94 

—relation of, to: Clement of Alexandria, 

95~97? 109; Evagrius, 81-82; 
Irenaeus, 82-94, 118-19, 120,241; 
Judaism, 23-25, 83-84; 

Manicheism, 85; Monophysitism, 
273; Origen, 95-97 

God, 52-54, 229-32. See also Christ; 

Creation; Holy Spirit; Monotheism; 
Trinity 

—doctrine of, in: Alexandrians, 227, 

230-32; Antiochenes, 231-32; 

Apollinaris and Apollinarism, 53, 

230; Arius and Arianism, 193—97; 

Arnobius, 53; Athanasius, 53; 

Augustine, 54, 294—97; Cerinthus, 

83; christological controversies, 
229-32, 272-73; Clement of 

Alexandria, 54; Cyril of Alexandria, 

5 3, 230-3i, 251; Didymus, 53; 
Pseudo-Dionysius, 54, 347-48; 

Gnosticism, 85-87; Gregory of 

Nazianzus, 54; Gregory of Nyssa, 

53; Gregory the Wonder-Worker, 
52-53; Hilary, 54; Judaism, 22, 

221; Justin, 53; Manicheism, 136; 

Marcion, 53, 73-75; Nestorius and 

Nestorianism, 231-32; Origen, 54; 

paganism, 28-29; Philoxenus, 54; 

Ptolemy, 85; Sabellius and 

Sabellianism, 180; Tertullian, 53, 

54; Theodore, 53, 229-30, 231-32; 

Theopaschite controversy, 270—71; 
Theophilus, 29; trinitarian 

controversies, 220—24 
Grace. See also Baptism; Church; 

Eucharist; Holy Spirit; Predestination; 

Sacraments; Salvation 

—doctrine of, in: Augustine, 294—307, 

315, 329; Augustinism, 329-31; 
Caesarius, 327-28; Cassian, 324, 

326; Faustus, 320; Fulgentius, 325; 

Orange, 327-28: Pelagius and 
Pelagianism, 314-15; 

Semi-Pelagianism, 319—24 
Gregory I, d. 604, bishop of Rome 

—on the doctrine of: Christ, 274, 355; 

the church, 334~39; councils, 335, 

338; the Eucharist, 355-56; primacy, 

3 52-5 5; purgatory, 355-56; 
Scripture and tradition, 335-37, 

339; the Trinity, 336 
—relation of, to: Augustine, 350—51, 

35 5-56; Celestius, 330; Chalcedon, 

335, 354; Constantinople, 354; 
Council of Ephesus, 329-30; heresy, 

334-35, 336-37; Justinian, 349; 
paganism, 66; Pelagius, 329-30; 

secular rulers, 338; subsequent 
development, 356—57 

Gregory, d. 389, native of Nazianzus, 

theologian and rhetor. See also Basil; 
Gregory of Nyssa 

—on the doctrine of: Christ, 148; God, 

54; the Holy Spirit, 211-18; the 
Trinity, 218-24 

—relation of, to: Platonism, 221—22; 

Western theology, 209 

Gregory, d. ca. 395, bishop of Nyssa. 

See also Basil; Gregory of Nazianzus 
—cited, 2 

—on the doctrine of: Christ, 276; 

eschatology, 128-29, 151-52; God, 

53; man, 50, 53; the Trinity, 66-67, 
218-24 

—relation of, to: mysticism, 344; 

philosophy, 50-51; Platonism, 

221-22; tritheism, 220-24 

Gregory the Wonder-Worker, d. ca 270, 
pupil of Origen, 52-53 
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Hebrew, knowledge of, 21 

Hegesippus, second-century chronicler of 
the church, 12, 23 

Hellenization of Christianity, 12, 45—55, 

84 
Henotikon, 274—75 

Heracleon, Gnostic exegete of second 
century, 86, 96 

Heraclitus, ca, 500 B.C., pre-Socratic 
philosopher, 50 

Heresy, 23-25,69-71, 307-8, 334-38. 
See also Church; Tradition; names of 

individual heretics and heresies 

Hermas, second-century apocalyptic writer 
—cited, 12, 101, 119 

—on the doctrine of: angels, 134; 

baptism, 164; Christ, 175, 183, 184; 
eschatology, 125-26 

Hesiod, Greek poet of eighth century 
B.C., 28 

Hilary, d. 367, bishop of Poitiers 

—on the doctrine of: catholicity, 333—34; 
Christ, 147, 256-57; God, 54; 

Scripture, 243; the Trinity, 197, 
203-7, 210 

—relation of, to: Arianism, 192, 193, 

199-200; Nicea, 203—7 

Hippolytus, d. ca. 236, theologian at Rome 

—on the doctrine of: baptism, 163, 166; 

Christ, 178, 180, 191; the church, 

157-58; eschatology, 56, 106, 128; 
the Holy Spirit, 166; ordination, 

161; the priesthood, 25; prophets, 
106—7; the Trinity, 104 

—relation of, to: Callistus, 157—58; 

Gnosticism, 84; hellenization, 45; 

heresy, 70; Monarchianism, 178, 

180; Montanism, 100, 104, 106-7; 
Noetus, 180 

History, 7-10, 37-38, 282, 297-98 
Holy. See Church, defined as holy 

Holy Spirit. See also Baptism; Christ, de¬ 

fined as Spirit; Church; Trinity 

—defined as: God, 212, 214, 215-16; 

homoousios, 214; proceeding from 

Father and Son (Filioque), 212, 
293; sent, 212 

—doctrine of, in: Amphilochius, 211; 

Athanasius, 211—18; Augustine, 293, 

301, 304; Basil, 211-18; Cyprian, 

166; Cyril of Alexandria, 211—18; 

Didymus, 2 14; Gregory of Nazianzus, 

211-18; Hippolytus, 166; Ignatius, 

166; Marcellus, 212; Montanus 

and Montanism, 100, 102-4, 105-6; 

Nicene Creed, 185, 211, 218-19; 

Origen, 165; Tertullian, 105, 163, 
165-66 

—relation to doctrine of: baptism, 

165-66, 204, 216-17; charismata, 
98-100; Christ, 184-86, 213-14; 

church, 105—8; human spirit, 

214-15; Trinity, 165, 211-18 

Homer, Greek epic poet, 28, 46-47, 280 

Homoiousians, mediating party in 

controversies after Nicea, 209-10 
Hope. See Eschatology 

Hormisdas, d. 523, bishop of Rome, 271 

Hypostasis: defined, 220; and "nature,” 
269-70; and ousia, 209, 219-20. 
See also Trinity 

Hypostatic union. See Christ, defined as 

hypostatic union 

Hystapes, pseudonymous syncretistic work, 
ca. 100 B.C., 65 

Ibas, d. 457, bishop of Edessa, 275—77 

Ignatius, d. ca. 107, bishop of Antioch 
—cited, 122 

—on the doctrine of: baptism, 165—66; 

Christ, 174, 177, 184, 187, 189; 

the church, 159-60; the Eucharist, 

168; the Sabbath, 18; the Holy Spirit, 

165—66; the virgin birth, 287 

Ildefonso, d. 667, archbishop of Toledo, 

35i 
Immortality. See Eschatology; Man, de¬ 

fined as mortal; Man, defined as soul 
Impassibility. See God 

Incarnation. See Christ 

Inspiration. See Scripture 

Irenaeus, d. ca. 200, bishop of Lyons 
—cited, 13, 16, 62, 122 

—on the doctrine of: angels, 134; 

apostolic continuity, 113, 118, 120; 

baptism, 163-64; Christ, 75-76, 90, 

149-50, 187, 189; the church, 156; 
creation, 36-37, 112, 134; the 

descent into hell, 150; eschatology, 

70, 124, 127—28; the Eucharist, 

167—70; the Holy Spirit, 99, 156, 

192; the law, 17; man, 144-45, 

282, 283-84; Mary, 241; prophecy, 
18; salvation, 141, 144-45, 154-55; 

Scripture and tradition, 57, 92, 

no—11, 113, 114; the soul, 51; 
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Irenaeus (continued) 

the virgin birth, 288; the Trinity, 
181, 192, 229 

—relation of, to: Cerdo, 71-72; the 

creeds, 117; Gnosticism, 82—94, 

11:8-19, 120, 241; heresy, 69, 70; 

Hermas, 125; Judaism, 16; 
Marcion, 74 

Isaiah, Ascension of, aprocryphal Christian 
work of second century, 99 

Jacob Baradaeus, d. 578? Monophysite 
bishop of Edessa, 270 

James, apostle, brother of Jesus, 13 

Jerome, d. 420, biblical translator and 
monastic theologian 

—cited, 20, 21 

—on the doctrine of: catholicity, 333; 

Christ, 187; the virgin birth, 289 
—relation of, to: Marcion, 81; 

Pelagianism, 22; Vergil, 64 

Jerusalem: Christian attitude toward, 26, 

49, 125; sack of, 20—21; primacy of, 

13, 353 
Jesus. See Christ, life of 

John, d. 441, bishop of Antioch, 262 

John, d. ca. 749, native of Damascus, 
Greek theologian, 3 

Josephus, Flavius, d. ca. 100, Jewish 
historian, 20, 33, 64-65 

Judaism, controversy with, and the 

doctrine of: Christ, 20, 55-56, 61-62; 
the church, 13, 26; God, 22; the law, 

16-18; man, 22; the priesthood, 25, 

59-6o; Scripture, 14, 16, 18-20, 

58—62; the Trinity, 66—67, 221 (see 
also Scripture) 

Judas Iscariot, 305, 323 

Julian, d. 363, Roman emperor, 14, 29, 
136, 241 

Julian, d. 454, bishop of Eclanum and 

Pelagian theologian, 313, 317 

Julian, d. after 518, Monophysite bishop 

of Halicarnassus, 272 

Justin Martyr, d. ca. 165, apologist 
—cited, 12, 27 

—on the doctrine of: angels, 103, 

182-83; baptism, 164; Christ, 38, 

I43> 145, 192; the descent into hell, 
150; eschatology, 125, 153-54; the 

Eucharist, 167-68; fate, 281-82; 
God, 53; the priesthood, 25; 

Scripture, 59, 152, 161; the Trinity, 
181, 197 

—relation of, to: heresy, 70; Judaism, 

15-16, 56; Marcionites, 80; 

Montanism, 99; paganism, 32, 35, 

62; Plato, 33; philosophy, 63; 

Simon of Samaria, 23 

Justinian I, d. 565, Roman emperor. 

See also Constantinople, Second 
Council of 

—on the doctrine of: Christ, 275—77, 342; 

councils, 342; the Eucharist, 343; 
Mary, 343; tradition, 341-42; the 
Trinity, 343 

—relation of, to: Chalcedon, 342; Cyril, 

342; Gregory I, 349; the liturgy, 

342-43; Nestorius, 348; Origen, 

277, 337-38, 347; paganism, 41-42; 
Severus, 342, 343, 348; subsequent 

development, 348—49; Theopaschite 

controversy, 271; the three chapters, 

275-77 
Juvenal, d. ca. 140, Roman satirist, 281 

Kenosis, 256. See also Christ 

Lactantius, d. ca. 320, apologist, 28, 62, 65 
Lapsed, controversy over, 158 

Law: canon law, 71; law and gospel, 

72-73; Mosaic law, 16-18, 56-57, 

59-60, 75-77, 93; natural law, 16-17, 
32-33; "new law,” 17-18, 38-39; 
Roman law, 147 

Leo I, d. 461, bishop of Rome, 245, 

256-58, 263-64, 340, 353. See also 
Chalcedon 

Leontius, sixth-century monk and 

theologian in Byzantium, 272, 336, 

34i 

Leontius, Pseudo-, of Byzantium, 271, 272 

Liturgy. See Eucharist; Prayer; Tradition; 
Worship 

Logos. See Christ, defined as Logos 
Luke, evangelist, 12 

Man. See also Christ; Creation; Salvation 

—defined as: creature, 47—48, 52, 

234-35, 298-99; free, 22, 43, 301, 

320, 283-84, 323; image of God, 

I97, 300—301; mortal and 

corruptible, 153-54, 164-65, 
235, 272—73, 284—86; sinner, 
144-45, 204, 235, 278-92, 
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298-301, 315-16, 319-20; soul, 

30, 47-52, 88, 96, 337-38 
—doctrine of, in: Ambrose, 52, 289; 

Athanasius, 203-4, 282, 284-85; 

Augustine, 282, 298-301, 313-18; 

Boethius, 43; Cassian, 320, 323; 

Celestius, 315-16; christological 

controversies, 271-74, 285-86; 

Clement of Alexandria, 47-48, 284; 
Cyprian, 291-92; Cyril of 

Alexandria, 286; Faustus, 320, 

323—24; Gnosticism, 86-88, 

282- 83; Greek thought, 280-81; 

Gregory of Nyssa, 50; Irenaeus, 51, 
144-45, 282, 283-84; Judaism, 

22; Justin, 281—82; Manicheism, 

300-301; Marcion, 73, 75-76; 

Monophysites, 271-74; Origen, 

48-49, 52, 96, 151, 282, 290-91, 

337—38; Pelagius and Pelagianism, 
313-16; Prosper, 292, 319-20; 
Roman thought, 281; 

Semi-Pelagians, 319-20; Tatian, 

30, 51; Tertullian, 49-50, 282, 

283- 84, 290; Theodore, 235, 
285-86 

Manicheism, syncretistic and dualistic 
religion from Persia 

—on the doctrine of: Christ, 202; dualism, 

136; the church, 91; man, 300-301 

—relation of, to: Augustine, 300, 301, 

337-38; Gnosticism, 85, 91, 136 

Marcellus, d. ca. 374, bishop of Ancyra, 

199-200, 207-9, 212, 219 

Marcion, d. ca. 160, heretic in Rome 

—cited, 71, 157 

—on the doctrine of: Christ, 75-76, 174; 

creation, 73~74, 78; God, 53, 73-75; 
law and gospel, 72-73; Scripture, 
58, 76-80, 113, 141 

—relation of, to: Apelles, 80; Cerdo, 

71—72; Gnosticism, 76; Judaism, 

58, 76-78, 141; Paul, 112-13; 

subsequent development, 80—81; 
Tertullian, 72—80 

Martin, d. 397, bishop of Tours, 162 

Mary, doctrine of, as: Second Eve, 241; 

sinless, 314; Theotokos (Mother of 
God), 241-42, 259, 261, 263, 265, 

270-71, 276-77, 343; virgin, 19, 289 

(see also Christ, life of: birth) 

Matthew, evangelist, 324 

Maximilla, second-century Montanist 
prophetess, 102—3 

Melito, d. ca. 190, bishop of Sardis, 12, 

177 

Methodius of Olympus, d. ca. 311, bishop 

in Lycia, 48-49, 125, 165, 190 
Millennium. See Eschatology 

Minucius Felix, apologist of second or 

third century, 3 3, 135, 15 3, 154 

Miracles, 137, 244-45 

Monad, Arian doctrine of, 194 

Monarchianism. See Sabellius 

Monarchy, divine, 37, 176-77, 220. See 
also Economy 

Monophysites, opponents of Chalcedon. 
See also Alexandrians; Chalcedon; 

Cyril of Alexandria; Justinian; Severus 

—on the doctrine of: Christ as man, 

271—72; the communication of 

properties, 272-75; the Trinity, 
269—71 

—relation of, to: Aristotle, 270; 

Chalcedon, 267, 269; Justinian, 

271, 277; the liturgy, 270—71 
Monotheism, 37, 66-67, 85, 194-95, 

220—24. See also God 

Montanism. See Montanus 

Montanus, Phrygian prophet in the 

second century. See also Tertullian 

—on the doctrine of: charismata, 99—100; 

the church, 105-6; eschatology, 

98—99, 101; the Floly Spirit, 100, 
102-4, 105-6; the Trinity, 101—5 

—relation of, to: Cyprian, 99; Eusebius, 

99; Hippolytus, 104, 106-7; 

subsequent development, 107—8; 
Tertullian, 101, 104-5 

Moses. See Law 

Mysticism, 108, 343-48 

Myths, 28-29, 30-31, 85-86 

Nature. See Christ; Creation; Grace; Man 

Nazarenes, Jewish Christians, 13, 24 
Negation, theology of, 347—48 

Neoplatonism. See Platonism 

Nestorianism. See Nestorius 

Nestorius, d. ca. 45 1, bishop of 

Constantinople. See also Antiochenes; 

Cyril of Alexandria; Theodore of 
Mopsuestia 

—cited, 45 

—on the doctrine of: Christ, 245, 251—56, 

267-68; the Eucharist, 238; God, 
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Nestorius (continued) 

231—32; of Mary, 242; salvation, 

232 

—relation of, to: Athanasian Creed, 351; 

Ephesus, 261, 267-68; Justinian, 

276-77, 348; the liturgy, 240, 

242; Rome, 263; Zeno, 275 

New Testament. See Scripture 

Nicea, Council of, in 325: 201-2, 

218-19, 226-27, 270. See also 
Nicea, Creed of 

Nicea, Creed of, formula of faith adopted 

at the Council of Nicea in 325 and 

later amplified. See also Arius; 

Athanasius; Nicea, Council of 
—cited, 201—2, 228—29 

—on the doctrine of: angels, 135, 140; 

baptism, 316; Christ, 255, 262; 

the church, 156; creation, 203—3; 

eschatology, 131-32, 208; the 

Holy Spirit, 185, 211, 218-19; 

salvation, 141, 205-6; the Trinity, 

202, 205-7, 208, 209-10 

relation of, to: Ambrose, 203—7; 

Amphilochius, 203-7; Arianism, 
202—3; Athanasius, 203—7; 

Didymus, 203-7; Ephesus, 260-61; 
Hilary, 203-7; Nestorius, 231; 

Ossius, 202; Zeno, 274—75 

Noah, 157-59 

Noetians. See Noetus 

Noetus, ca. 200, theologian in Smyrna, 
104, 178-80 

Novatian, d. ca. 258, Roman presbyter, 

62, 187, 190, 191 

Old Testament. See Judaism; Scripture 

Optatus, ca. 37°» bishop of Mileve in 
North Africa, 311 

Orange, Synod of, in 529, its vindication 
of Augustinism, 327-29 

Ordination. See Priesthood 

Origen, d. ca. 254, theologian and scholar 

in Alexandria. See also Alexandrians; 
Celsus; Clement of Alexandria 

—cited, 3, 56, 69 

—on the doctrine of: angels, 134-35; 

apostolic continuity, 109-17; 

baptism, 165, 290-91; Christ, 38, 

58, 148; the church, 160; demons, 

136; eschatology, 48, 96, 125, 

128-29, 151—52; the Eucharist, 156; 

God, 54; history, 37-38; the Holy 

Spirit, 165; immortality, 154; law, 

32; miracles, 137; purgatory, 355; 

prayer, 139, 282; the priesthood, 59; 

providence, 38, 282; salvation, 

155; Scripture, 17, 19, 21, 31, 

48-49, 60, 110-15; the soul, 48, 

337-38; tradition, 95-96, 110-15, 

117; the Trinity, 32, 188, 191 

—relation of, to: Celsus, 27; Clement of 

Alexandria, 95-97, 128; Second 

Council of Constantinople, 277, 

337—38; the creeds, 117; 

Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, 

348; Evagrius, 344; Gnosticism, 

95-97; Gregory of Nyssa, 50-51, 

344; hellenization, 48-49; Judaism, 

19, 21; Justinian, 277, 337-38, 

343; Marcion, 80; Methodius, 

48-49; mysticism, 344; Theodore 

of Mopsuestia, 243-44; paganism, 

35; Plato and Platonism, 33, 48—49; 

Vincent of Lerins, 337 

Origenism. See Origen 

Ossius, d, 357, bishop of Cordova, 202 

Ousia, 208, 219-20, 221-22. See also 

Hypostasis; Trinity 

Ovid, d. ca. 17, Roman poet, 281 

Paganism, 33-34, 5 5-58, 62-67, 

138,323 

Papias, d. 130, bishop of Hierapolis in 

Phrygia, 124, 129 

Paraclete, 49, 100-105 

Patripassianism. See Sabellius 

Paul, apostle: Cerdo on, 72; conversion 

of, 324; Ebionites on, 24; Gnosticism 

and, 95, in; Marcion on, 78—79, 

112- 13; orthodox theologians on, 

113- 15; and Peter, 13, 113; on 

predestination, 297; at Rome, 354 

Paul of Samosata, d. after 268, bishop of 

Antioch, 176, 198, 202 

Paul the Silentiary, d. after 562, Greek 

Christian poet, 342-43 

Pelagianism. See Pelagius 

Pelagius, d. after 418, monk from Britain 

or Ireland. See also Augustine; 

Celestius; Julian of Eclanum 

—on the doctrine of: baptism, 317-18; 

faith, 314; grace, 314-15; 

justification, 314; the law, 313-14; 

Mary, 314; sin, 315-16; the 

Trinity, 316 
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—relation of, to: Augustine, 313—18; 

Synod of Carthage, 318; Donatism, 

308; Council of Ephesus, 318; 
Gregory I, 329-30; 

Semi-Pelagianism, 318-29, 351; 

Theodore of Mopsuestia, 285 

Penance, 100-101, 143, 146-47, 157-58, 

330. See also Church, defined as holy; 
Man, defined as sinner 

Perpetua and Felicitas, Passion of, 100 

Peter, apostle: Cyprian on, 119, 159; 

Cyril of Alexandria on, 250; Gregory 

on> 352-53; and Paul, 13, 113; at 
Rome, 354 

Peter, d. ca. 311, bishop of Alexandria, 

344 

Petilian, d. after 411, Donatist bishop of 

Constantina, 309, 310 

Philo, d. ca. 50, Jewish theologian in 

Alexandria, 20, 33 

Philoxenus, d. 523, Monophysite bishop 
of Mabbug, 54, 273 

Phrygia, 98 

Pistis Sophia, third-century Gnostic text, 
92 

Plato, d. 347 B.C., Greek philosopher 

—cited, 35-36, 281 

—relation of, to: Augustine, 33, 136, 

295—97; Clement of Alexandria, 

33-34, 46-48, 145-46; 

Pseudo-Dionysius, 344, 345; 
Gregory of Nyssa, 50-51, 221-22; 

Justin, 33, 63; Origen, 33, 48-49; 

Tertullian, 49; Valentinus, 84 
Platonism. See Plato 

Pleroma, Gnostic doctrine of, 70, 85, 95 

Pliny the Elder, d. 79, Roman polyhistor, 
281 

Pliny the Younger, d. 113, Roman consul 

and governor, 28, 173 

Plotinus, d. 270, Neoplatonic philosopher, 

295-96 
Poly carp, Martyrdom of, 173 

Polytheism, 66-67, 199-200, 217 

Porphyry, d. 303, Neoplatonic 

philosopher, 31, 295-96 

Prayer, 137-40, 282, 323: to Christ, 

198-99; and eschatology, 129-30, 

355-56; eucharistic, 59, 126, 153; to 

Holy Spirit, 185, 217; Lord’s Prayer 

as, 223, 306, 311. See also Worship 

Praxeas, ca. 200, theologian at Rome, 
104-5, 179-80 

Predestination, 297-98, 302-3, 318-25, 

327-28, 330 

Prescience, 297, 321, 326-27 

Priesthood, 25, 59, 160-61 

Priscillianism, dualist heresy of fourth and 
fifth centuries, 136. See also 

Manicheism 

Proclus, d. 446 or 447, bishop of 

Constantinople, 271 

Prophets and prophecy, 18-20, 57, 74-75, 

77,100,105-7, 191-92 

Prosper of Aquitaine, d. ca. 463, monk at 

Marseilles: relation of, to Augustine, 

319, 323, 325-27; the liturgy, 339, 
343; Rome, 357 

Proterius, d. 457, bishop of Alexandria, 
267 

Providence, 8, 43, 282 

Ptolemy, d. ca. 180, Gnostic author of 

Letter to Flora: on the doctrine of 

aeons, 85; creation, 86, 88; Christ, 90; 

God, 85; the law, 60, 93; salvation, 91; 
sin, 87 

Purgatory. See Eschatology 

Pythagoras, ca. 530 B.C., pre-Socratic 

philosopher, 33, 84 

Quadratus, second-century apologist, 28 

Reason, 32, 43-44, 349-50 

Redemption. See Christ, work of; 
Salvation 

Resurrection. See Christ, life of; 

Eschatology; Man, defined as mortal; 
Man, defined as soul 

Revelation, 79, 90, 152-53, 349-50. See 

also Christ, work of; Judaism; 

Paganism; Prophets and prophecy; 

Scripture 

Roman empire, 38, 40-41 

Rome, see of: Cyprian and, 157—59; 

Gregory I on, 352-55; on Orange, 329; 

Prosper on, 357; Tertullian on, 354; 

on three chapters, 277 

Rufinus, d. 410, theologian and translator, 
62, 109-10, 117, 355 

Rulers, secular, 338, 341 

Sabellianism. See Sabellius 

Sabellius, ca. 217, heretic at Rome 

—on the doctrine of: the Trinity, 176-80 
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Sabellius (continued) 

—relation of, to: Basil, 214—15; Cyril, 

246; Marcellus, 208, 219; Tertullian, 
104-5, 192 

Sacraments, 155-56, 162-63, 171, 

312-13; doctrine of, in: Augustine, 

302, 304-6, 309-n; 

Pseudo-Dionysius, 345-46; Donatism, 

309; Optatus, 311; Semi-Pelagianism, 
322-23. See also Baptism; Church; 

Eucharist; Penance 

Sacrifice. See Christ, work of; Eucharist, 

defined as sacrifice 

Salvation, 141—55. See also Christ, work 

of; Eschatology; Grace; Man 

—defined as: deification, 155, 206, 216, 

233-34; 259; 265-66; 344-45; 
forgiveness of sins, 153, 163-64, 

304; healing, 154-5 5, 206, 301-2 

—doctrine of, in: Alexandrians, 233—34; 

Antiochenes, 234-36; Apollinaris 

and Apollinarism, 232, 233; Arius 

and Arianism, 198; Athanasius, 

205-6; Augustine, 321-22; Celsus, 

29; Clement of Alexandria, 145-46, 

155; Cyril of Alexandria, 232-34; 
Pseudo-Dionysius, 344—45; 

Gnosticism, 88-92; Irenaeus, 141, 
1:44—45, 154-55; Marcion, 73; 

Nestorius and Nestorianism, 232; 

Nicene Creed, 141, 205-6; Orange, 
327-28; Origen, 155; Pelagius 

and Pelagianism, 314; Prosper, 

326-27; Theodore, 232, 234-36 
Sanctus. See Worship 

Satan. See Devils 

Satisfaction. See Christ, work of 

Saturninus, second-century Gnostic, 

83-84, 87-88 

Schism. See Church, defined as one 

Scripture. See also Church; Tradition 

—defined as: allegorical, 17, 30—31, 

48-49, 60-62, 77, 94, 96, hi, 

243-44; authoritative, 114-15, 

209-10, 247, 303-4, 335; inspired, 

60, 106-7, 191-92; New Testament, 

79-80, 92-93, 114-15, 119; Old 
Testament, 76-77, 80, 93-94, 

no—12, 140—41,336 (see also 
Judaism) 

—doctrine of, in: Apollinaris, 243; 

Augustine, 22, 303-4; Barnabas, 
Epistle of, 14; Cyril of Alexandria, 
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243; Gnosticism, 92-94; Gregory 

I> 335-37, 339; Hilary, 243; 
Irenaeus, 57, 92, no-n, 113, 

114; Justin, 59, 152, 161; Marcion, 

58, 76-80, 113, 141; Origen, 17, 19, 

21, 31, 48-49, 60, 110-15; Tatian, 

161-62; Tertullian, 14, 58, 162; 

Theodore, 61-62, 243-44; 

Theophilus, 162 

—textual variants in, 19, 77, 79, 113, 

176, 246, 287-90, 300 

—translations of, 19-20, 187, 289, 

299—3°° (see also Deuteronomy 
28:66; Psalm 90:1; Psalm 94:22; 

Proverbs 8:22-31; Isaiah 63:7-14) 

Seleucia-Ctesiphon, Nestorian synod of, 
in 585: 268 

Semi-Arians, 209-10. See also Arius 

Semi-Pelagians, 319-24. See also Pelagius 
Seneca, d. 65, Roman philosopher, 31 

Septuagint. See Scripture, translations of 

Sermo. See Christ, defined as Logos; Christ, 
defined as sermo 

Sethian-Ophites, Gnostic group, 88, 91 

Severus, d. 538, Monophysite bishop of 

Antioch: on the doctrine of Christ, 

245, 269; Justinian on, 342-43, 348; 

and other Monophysites, 273 

Sibyl, Roman sacred books interpolated by 
Christians, 64-65 

Simon of Samaria (Simon Magus), 

Gnostic master, 23, 83-84, 90, 93, 283 

Simplicianus, d. 400, bishop of Milan, 295 
Sin. See Man, defined as sinner 

Socrates, d. 399 B.C., Athenian philosopher, 
28-29, 31-32, 58, 281 

Son of God. See Christ, defined as Son of 
God; Trinity 

Soul. See Man, defined as soul 

Sozomen, fifth-century church historian, 
56, 207 

Spirit. See Holy Spirit 

Stoicism, philosophical school of Greece 

and Rome, 49-50, 56-57, 281 
Substance, 44—45 

Substantia, relation of, to hypostasis and 
ousia, 208-9 

Supernaturalism, 13 2—41 

Synagogue, church as, 26 

Tatian, d. after 172, apologist, 30, 35, 
51, 162 
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Tertullian, d. ca. 220, theologian in 

North Africa. See also 

Marcion; Montanus 

—cited, 62, 113, 122 

—on the doctrine of: angels, 197; 

apostolic continuity, 109, 118-19; 

baptism, 163-66, 290; Christ, 147, 

184, 187, 188; the church, 157; 

demons, 135; eschatology, 57, 127, 

129—30, 154; the Eucharist, 168; 

God, 53, 54; the Holy Spirit, 105, 

163, 165-66; law, 17, 32; man, 283; 

miracles, 137; prayer, 129-30, 

i38; priesthood, 25; satisfaction, 

147-48; Scripture, 14, 58, 162; the 

Trinity, 101—5, 181; the virgin 

birth, 288 

relation of, to: astrology, 282; Cerdo, 

72; the creeds, 117; heresy, 70, 73, 

94) no; Hermas, 125; Marcion, 

72—79» Monarchianism, 176—78, 

192; Montanism, 101, 104-5; 

paganism, 29, 38, 132, 165; 

philosophy, 33, 49-50, 57; 

Rome, 354 

Tertullian, Pseudo-, 104 

Theodora, d. 547, Roman empress, 
267 

Theodore, d. 428, bishop of Mopsuestia. 
See also Antiochenes 

—cited, 2, 228-29 

—on the doctrine of: Christ, 240, 246, 

251—56; the Eucharist, 236-37; 

God, 53, 229-30, 231-32; 

salvation, 232, 234—36; Scripture, 
61-62, 243-44; sin, 285-86 

relation of, to: Apollinarism, 228; to 
Justinian, 275-77 

Theodoret, d. ca. 458, bishop of Cyrrhus, 

120, 249, 263-64, 275-77 

Theodosius, d. 566, Monophysite bishop 
of Alexandria, 269, 270 

Theodotus, ca. 190, condemned at Rome 
for heresy, 176 

Theopaschite controversy, 270—71 

Theophilus, second-century apologist, 29, 

33) 65, 162, 188-89, 191-92 

Three chapters, condemnation of, 275—77, 

340 

Theotokos. See Mary 

Tiberius, d. 37, Roman emperor, 74, 75, 

281 

Tradition. See also Church; Scripture 

—defined, 7—10 

—doctrine of, in: Augustine, 293, 320, 

337, 338, 339; Clement of 

Alexandria, 96; Eusebius, 336; 

Gnosticism, 92-93; Gregory I, 

335-37, 339; Irenaeus, 57, 92, 

no-11, 113, 114, 115-16; 

Justinian, 341—42; Leontius, 336; 

Origen, 95-96, 110-15, 117; 

Semi-Pelagianism, 320; Trullan 

Synod, 336-37; Vincent, 333, 

335-36 

Trajan, d. 117, Roman emperor, 28 

Transubstantiation, 44-45. See also 

Eucharist 

Trinity, 218-25, 269-71 

—defined as one ousia and the three 

hypostases of Father, Son, and Holy 

Spirit, 218—20: one ousia, 26, 37, 

66-67, 75, 220-24, 269-70; 

Father, 103, 220, 222-23; Son, 
213, 238-39; Holy Spirit, 

165, 211-18 

-—doctrine of, in: Anornoeans, 196, 228; 

Arius and Arianism, 195—200, 

Athanasian Creed, 351; Athanasius, 

67, 197, 224, 296-97; Augustine, 

67, 197, 224, 296-97; Basil, 

218-24; Boethius, 349; Celestius, 

316; Cyril of Alexandria, 211—18; 

Didymus, 218, 223; 

Pseudo-Dionysius, 347—48; 

Gregory I, 336; Gregory of 

Nazianzus, 218—24; Gregory of 

Nyssa, 66—67, 218-24; Hilary, 197, 

203-7, 210; Hippolytus, 104, 178, 

180; Homoiousians, 209—10; 

Irenaeus, 181, 192, 229; Justin, 181, 

197; Justinian, 275-76, 343; 

Monophysitism, 269-71; Montanus 

and Montanism, 101-5; Nicene 

Creed, 202, 205-7, 208, 209-10; 

Noetus and Noetians, 104, 178-80; 

Novatian, 187; Origen, 32, 188, 191; 

Paul of Samosata, 176, 198, 202; 

Pelagius, 316; Praxeas, 104-5, 

179-80; Sabellius and Sabellianism, 

176—80; Semi-Arians, 209—10; 

Tertullian, 101-5, 176-78, 181, 

192; Theodotus, 176; Theophilus, 

188-89, 191 

Trisagion. See Worship 
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Trullan Synod, at Constantinople in 

691-92: 336-37 

Unity. See Church 

Universal, Platonic, 221—22 

Valentinus, second-century Gnostic, 84. 
See also Gnosticism 

Vergil, d. 19 B.C., Roman poet, 37, 63—64 

Victorious, Marius, d. after 362, 

theologian and rhetor, 295—96 

Vigilius, d. 555, bishop of Rome, 340 

Vincent of Lerins, d. before 450, monk 

and theologian, 319-24, 333-39 

Wisdom, personified, 23-24, 191-92. 
See also Proverbs 8:22—31 

Word of God. See Christ, defined as Logos; 
Scripture 

World. See Creation 

Worship. See also Church; Prayer 

—authority of, 339, 342-43 

—components of: Benedictus, 126; 

doxology (Gloria Patri), 199, 217, 

343; eucharistic prayer, 59, 126, 

153; hymns, 173, 195, 241; Lords 
Prayer, 226, 306, 311; prayer, 

129-30, 137-40, 282, 323; 

Scripture, 59, 130, 161-62; 

Trisagion (Sanctus), 270-71, 343; 

worship of Christ, 168, 173, 176-78, 

198-200, 206-7, 221, 238-41, 

317, 343 

—and doctrine of: Christ, 146-47, 183, 

229, 238-42; church, 156; 

eschatology, 129-30; Eucharist, 

146, 167-68, 170-71, 356; Holy 

Spirit, 185, 212, 217; man, 339; 

Mary, 241-42, 339; priesthood, 

161; salvation, 153; Trinity, 177, 

206-7, 223, 270-71, 343 

Zacchaeus, 324, 328 

Zeno, d. 491, Roman emperor, 274—75 

Zephyrinus, d. 217, bishop of Rome, 181 
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